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The Indian government’s twin objectives of protecting the tiger population in the
Nallamala forest in Andhra Pradesh and providing “development” to the indigenous Chenchu
people have resulted in an on-going process of Chenchu displacement from the forest. The
research is an anthropological intervention to comparatively analyze the development definitions
of the Chenchu people (N=15), subgrouped location-wise as Deep Forest Chenchu, Intermediate
Forest Chenchu, and Displaced Chenchu, and the Government and NGO representatives (N=13),
including Integrated Tribal Development Agency representatives, NGO workers, and
conservation authorities. Both groups defined development as access to basic amenities,
education and jobs, health, freedom, livestock, and well-being in varying agreements. The study
concludes that discrepancies exist in the development perspectives of the two groups, the
Chenchu displacement is unsystematic, and the implementation of development projects was
non-uniform. Small sample size, limited research time, and gender imbalance are some of the
limitations of this study.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The interaction of conservation, displacement, and development has always been
complex because the State’s conservation objectives impact or conflict with the livelihood of the
people dependent on the resources designated for conservation (Karanth and Karanth 2007).
Since species and ecosystems conservation is spatial (Agrawal and Redford 2009), human
interference, in the form of land fragmentation, human-wildlife conflict, or hunting, in the spaces
designated for biodiversity conservation is seen as a hindrance to conservation goals (Karanth
and Karanth 2007). To achieve the State’s conservation goals, displacement of people sharing
the same natural resources with the wildlife and various species becomes a viable option. One of
the possible tradeoffs of conservation-induced displacement would be poverty alleviation of the
displaced communities as a result of their ease of access to basic livelihood necessities, such as
jobs, medical facilities, and education, in the new locations; however, there is no solid evidence
that conservation indeed leads to poverty alleviation or socio-economic development (Agrawal
and Redford 2006). Some of the challenges for displaced communities include adapting to the
new locations, cultures, living conditions and competition for basic necessities with the natives
of the new territories (Koenig 2001; Stanley 2004). In addition, Michael Cernea (1997, 1569)
argues that development-induced displacement also causes enormous psychological and cultural
stress to the displaced communities as the State focuses on its development projects in the native
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locations of the displaced people rather than effectively compensating them for a better
livelihood.
In view of these challenges of conservation-induced and development-induced
displacements, the perspectives of world leaders and international organizations that formulate
policies and displacement strategies become significant. The World Conference on Environment
and Development held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 focused on providing sustainable development
to eliminate poverty (Adams et al. 2004). At that time, world leaders decided that biodiversity
conservation must be integrated into economic development to reinforce livelihood strategies of
rural sectors (Adams et al. 2004). During the United Nations (UN) Millennium Summit in 2000,
the heads of the states adopted the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) to address various
dimensions of extreme poverty while promoting environmental sustainability with targets set for
2015 (Sachs and John 2005). Although poverty alleviation is one of the major MDGs of the
development assistance community, devising strategic methods that combine biodiversity
conservation and poverty alleviation has also been the goal of developmentalists (Bojö et al.
2001; Naughton and Sanderson 1995; Sanderson and Rutherford 2003).
These issues form the basis for this thesis, which is an anthropological analysis of the
interactions of biodiversity conservation, human displacement, and socio-economic
development. The interaction can be characterized as the State’s biodiversity conservation goals
leading to the internal displacement of indigenous people and, therefore, their dispossession of
subsistence resources and livelihood, which is ostensibly offset by the State’s support of socioeconomic development for the displaced communities.
This thesis is a case study conducted in the southern state of Andhra Pradesh in India
from June to July 2019. It analyzes the definitions of development of: (i) the indigenous Chenchu
2

tribal people, in various stages of displacement from their native lands in the Nallamala forest in
Andhra Pradesh, due to the development and conservation initiatives of the Indian government
and (ii) the Andhra Pradesh State Government representatives, including the tribal development
officials and the wildlife conservation authorities. The local non-governmental organization
(NGO) workers were also included in the study as they worked with the Government
representatives for the development of the Chenchu people.
Research Background
Before delving into the details of the case study, a brief background of the study provides
the reader a context to the study. At the tenth General Assembly of the International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) held in 1969 in India, the precarious state
of the tigers in Asia was emphasized and soon after, the Indian Board for Wildlife (IBW) took up
the issue actively and imposed a national ban on tiger hunting (Subramanyam and Sreemadhavan
1969). In 1972, the Wildlife (Protection) Act was passed by the Indian Parliament emphasizing
tiger protection (Panwar 1982). In 1973, the Government of India launched the Project Tiger
initiative, one of the largest wildlife conservation projects in the world (Rangarajan 2005), to
protect and conserve the depleting population of the Royal Bengal Tiger (Panthera tigris tigris)
(hereafter tiger), the national animal of India (Damodaran 2007).
The Nallamala forest-mountain range in the southern state of Andhra Pradesh in India is
known for its rich biodiversity and tiger habitation. In 1978, an area of 4,347 km2 of the
Nallamala forest was declared as a Protected Area (wildlife sanctuary) known as
Nagarjunasagar-Srisailam Tiger Reserve (NSTR), which later became a Project Tiger site in
1983 (Reddy 2004; Sudeesh and Reddy 2013). Even before the establishment of the NSTR, the
Nallamala forest has been home to the autochthonous Chenchu tribal groups, traditionally a
3

forager community (Ivanov 2014). The establishment of NSTR banned hunting, logging,
collection of forest products, or any human habitation within the reserve, which resulted in the
gradual removal of the Chenchu from the forest and their displacement to the fringes of the
nearby towns (Narayan 2014). Also, in 1975, the Chenchu tribe was recognized as one of the
Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups (PVTGs) (Dev 2020) by the Indian government owing to
its low economic and literary levels and isolated livelihood in the forest (Raju 2009). Further, in
2008, the “Conservation-cum-Development Plan” (CCDP) was introduced by the Indian
government to provide socio-economic development to the PVTGs in a comprehensive manner
(Vijaya Lakshmi and Paul 2019). To provide better access to livelihood facilities, the Chenchu
groups were encouraged by the Indian government to “rehabilitate” (migrate) from the remote
forest locations to the nearby towns (Raju 2009). Per the recommendation of the National
Advisory Council, an advisory body to the Prime Minister of India that acts as a bridge between
the Indian civil society and the Government, the displaced Chenchu tribes were to be given
Government attention to improve their living conditions as compensation for displacement and
conservation of the reserve (“National Advisory Council”, n.d., 6). Integrated Tribal
Development Agencies (ITDAs) were created by the Indian government to facilitate the socioeconomic development of the tribal people. This background will help the reader in
understanding the purpose and goals of the research.
Research Purpose and Goals
The Indian government has been investing large amounts of money for the tribal
development and welfare in Andhra Pradesh. For 2018-19, the proposed budget for tribal
development in Andhra Pradesh, including the Chenchu, was approximately 2129.13 crore
Indian rupees [~2.9 billion USD in 2020 conversion rate] (AP Tribal Welfare Department, 20184

19). The proposed budget intended for achieving socio-economic development of tribal
communities through sustainable development goals (SDGs). Various projects and subsidies
were designed by the Indian government to help alleviate poverty levels and bring socioeconomic development to the Chenchu.
Prior research on the Government’s initiatives on Chenchu displacement and
development indicate an “imbalance” between the Chenchu people’s expectations from
development projects and the Indian government’s development provisions toward the Chenchu
development (Narayan 2014; Ratnam et al. 2014; Sen and Lalhrietpui 2006; Thamminaina
2015). Chenchu dissatisfaction toward NSTR conservation goals was discussed by Sen and
Lalhrietpui (2006). One Chenchu hunter gatherer who was displaced by a tiger reserve reacted to
displacement by stating, “If you love tigers so much, why don't you shift all of them to
Hyderabad and declare the city a tiger reserve?” (Sen and Lalhrietpui 2006, 4206). Ratnam et al.
(2014) highlighted that the forest-dependent Chenchu people face serious livelihood problems
such unemployment and skills needed for these jobs, adaptation to the places they were
relocated, and changes in their living conditions. Further, Thamminaina (2015) argues that the
migration from the natural environs due to displacement resulted in negative consequences for
the community: the Chenchu people who were once the masters of their work have become
“servants” to others because of their dependency for work. Further, Narayan (2014) observes that
although the Chenchu people feel more secure by moving to agriculture in the villages from
foraging in the forest, they describe their life in the village as one of poverty and unhappiness.
When the Government’s development initiatives are still leading to Chenchu people’s
discontent, as reported by Sen and Lalhrietpui (2006), Ratnam et al. (2014), and Narayan (2014),
an analysis of whether the Chenchu people’s expectations from development projects match the
5

Government’s ideologies behind implementing those projects becomes significant in order to
understand the reasons and factors contributing to the Chenchu people’s discontent. Therefore,
the purpose of this research was to elicit definitions of development from the Chenchu groups in
the Nallamala forest region and the Andhra Pradesh State Government representatives, including
the ITDA authorities, NSTR conservation officials, and the local NGO workers, and analyze the
gathered definitions for any similarities and differences. The goal was to learn whether the
definitions of development are the same for the Chenchu and the Government representatives
and NGO workers. The findings of such an analysis can be considered for any policy
formulations related to conservation and development to enhance the effectiveness of
Government projects.
Research Questions
This project’s primary research question was “Does the displaced Chenchu people’s
definition of ‘development’ match the Government’s idea of ‘development’”?
The secondary question, S1: What terminology do the Chenchu people use to indicate
their socio-economic “development”?, answered the first part of the primary question, “the
Chenchu definition of ‘development’.” Their perspective on “development” was determined
through participant observation, audio-recorded, structured and unstructured interviews that
elicited ideas, words, and interpretations that the Chenchu people use to define “development.”
Similarly, the secondary question, S2: What is the perspective of development of the State
Government representatives, including the NGO workers, to implement their development
projects?, was aimed at gathering the perspectives of development of the State Government
representatives – ITDA officials, NSTR authorities, and NGO workers – that led to the
investment and implementation of their development projects toward the Chenchu people. These
6

reasons were learned through audio-recorded, structured and unstructured interviews, participant
observation, reviewing documents, records, and archives of development projects.
Thus, the data collected for both secondary questions was analyzed and compared to
answer the main question of the problem statement: whether there is a convergence or
divergence between the Chenchu definition of “development” and the Government’s idea of
“development.”
Conclusion
The research findings, through data collection and analysis, provide various definitions of
development by the indigenous Chenchu people and the Government representatives and NGO.
A comparative analysis of the development definitions of both groups was conducted to learn the
similarities and differences in their views on development. Through the analysis, the study
argues that there are gaps between the expectations of development by the Chenchu and the
Government’s development policies. This argument is substantiated by considering the
qualitative and quantitative analysis of the common development priorities of both the Chenchu
people and the Government and NGO, such as provisions of basic amenities of good roads, lands
for agriculture, electricity, houses, health facilities, education and jobs for development. While
the Chenchu people emphasized forest protection and provisions of loans for their development,
the Government and NGO representatives also focused on the importance of Chenchu
involvement or their awareness of development activities, happiness, and progressive thinking
toward development. Some of the Government and NGO’s objectives for development such as
emphasis on providing better medical facilities and education, developing employment
opportunities and skills in Chenchu people to achieve jobs, and sustainable agriculture
development were also highlighted. However, the study highlights the Chenchu people’s
7

problems with the Government’s functioning, such as the ignorance of Government
representatives toward the Chenchu problems, limited access to development, poor quality of
development facilities by the Government, and the tedious paperwork at Government offices,
which help in finding the areas that need improvement for the development activities to achieve
better results.
Apart from development definitions, the thesis also discusses the participants’
perspectives on conservation, displacement, and the relationship between the Chenchu people
and Government and NGO workers, which are relevant to the understanding of the conservationdevelopment scenario.
Such an overall analysis of the Chenchu people’s expectations from Government
development projects and the development policies and ideologies of the Government and NGO
groups will generate an understanding of the mismatches between Chenchu expectations and the
implementation of development processes. The analysis sheds light on the development activities
that are working well and those that need modifications by the development authorities.
Further, the thesis’s findings will help in finding answers to any incoherence between the
expectations of the displaced indigenous groups and the Government’s provisions of
development extended to these groups. This study can be further used to create development
frameworks that are inclusive of indigenous people’s opinions on displacement and development
as well as the Government’s policy strictures and formulate any policy modifications that aim at
gaining diplomatic conservation-displacement-development tradeoffs.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter offers theoretical perspectives and background literature from which this
research develops and to which the research’s findings apply. In this section, a review of the
formative ideas of biodiversity conservation, Western and non-Western conservation ideologies,
and the State’s management of biodiversity through protected areas is presented. Global topics
on community-based conservation and integrated conservation and development projects
(ICDPs), which combine biodiversity conservation and development, are discussed. These
discussions are matched to the local or Indian government’s conservation-development plans that
engage the Chenchu community in conservation and also provide them income-generating
activities through conservation, such as employment of the Chenchu in ecotourism and the
maintenance of NSTR. This will provide a global context to the local conservation ideologies
specific to the Indian government representatives and NGO and the Chenchu people, further
establishing a connection between the global and local perspectives.
Literature on conservation-induced displacement and development is reviewed to provide
a background for understanding the Chenchu people’s displacement from their native lands due
to the establishment of NSTR and the Indian government’s subsequent development projects for
the displaced Chenchu communities.
Finally, as the research’s goal is to explore the research participants’ definitions of
development, this section presents a theoretical review of the global perceptions of development.
9

It reviews various concepts and ideologies of development and the State’s rationales of
development, which is broadly known as “developmentality.” Such a review provides an idea of
how global development concepts influence the local Government’s development initiatives
toward the Chenchu communities. Also, a review of the alternative conceptualizations of
development is presented to provide a context for the various definitions of development that are
elicited during the interviews with the research participants.
Biodiversity Conservation
The Convention of Biological Diversity, a treaty signed by 150 nations on June 5, 1992,
at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro,
defines the term Biodiversity as, “the variability among living organisms from all sources
including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic systems and the ecological complexes
of which they are part; this includes diversity within species, between species and of
ecosystems” (Orlove and Brush 1996, 329). While emphasizing the integration of science and
anthropology to define biodiversity, Arturo Escobar (1998) argues that biodiversity can also be
observed as a historically produced discourse and not always as a “true object” that science
uncovers. Further, Kamppinen and Walls (1999) stress that the future course of biodiversity is
dependent on the integration of both science and sociocultural processes. Therefore, it can be
implied that the consultation of sociocultural and anthropological perspectives is essential for
any decision-making in issues related to biodiversity, such as conservation or human-animal
interactions.
The impetus for the creation of the term biodiversity came from an awareness of the
importance of biological diversity to humankind (Bayon et al. 2000) and the recognition of a
gradual loss of biodiversity due to diminishing natural resources, imbalances in ecosystems, and
10

environmental degradation, rapid population growth, and technological change (Angermeier
2000; Orlove and Brush 1996), which is a threat to the survival of some species.
Going forward, a historical review of the development of the idea of protecting and
conserving nature and natural resources will help the reader in understanding the concepts of
biodiversity conservation and protected areas. Prior to the eighteenth century, the Western idea
of nature or wilderness connoted savage, barren, or wasteland but by the late-nineteenth century,
this idea began reshaping to mean a sought-after “pristine” space (Cronon 1996). Cronon (1996)
reasons that the transition from wilderness as a wasteland to sought-after land was due to the
adversities of modernity and rapid industrialization. An escape from the mundane realities of the
world to a peaceful destination began to gain momentum during these times, in the United States,
due to urbanization, recognizing a widening gap between human and nature. This widening gap
inculcated a romanticism of nature “wilderness became a landscape of choice” for recreation,
big-game hunting, and camping for the American elite and “represented a highly attractive
natural alternative to the ugly artificiality of modern civilization.” (Cronon 1996, 15-16). Jim
Igoe (2004) discusses the worldview of the possibility of restoring nature to its “pristine” state
through its conservation and preservation and goes on to say that, “Both conservation and
progress assume a fundamental separation of humans and nature” (77).
The awareness of the need to protect nature and preserve it in its “most natural” state for
future generations led to the establishment of national parks and reserves in the United States
(Adams 2005; Dowie 2011). The establishment of Yosemite National Park in 1864 and
Yellowstone National Park in 1872 set the foundation for national parks as a major conservation
model (Cronon 1996; Igoe 2004; Stevens 1997). A national conservation movement directed by
conservationists against the construction of the Hetch Hetchy dam in Yosemite National Park is
11

one of the early indicators of Western conservation ideologies where wilderness gained priority
over modernity (Oravec 1984). Further, Western conservation models promoted the
establishment of protected areas and “Fortress Conservation” approaches where conservation
was based on the premise that the only way to save nature and its endangered species was
through the forceful eviction of people from areas that were designated as wilderness (Igoe 2004,
69).
This Western imagination of protected conservation led to many conflicts between
indigenous people, living in the areas designated for protection, and the State over indigenous
rights and environmental justice movements (Dove 2006). While Western conservation models
promoted the creation of protected areas that separate human beings from nature to achieve
biodiversity conservation objectives, ethnographers working with indigenous groups (Dove
2006; Posey 1985; Tuck-Po 2004; West 2005) assert that non-Western, indigenous, ways of
protecting nature emphasize human-nature relationships where conservation is a natural, not so
overt, and a routine activity that includes environmental knowledge and the management of
natural resources and their sustainable use.
The biodiversity conservation discussion would be partial if conservation ideas of the
non-West, or the global South, are not included. The overarching conservation idea of many
indigenous communities of the global South is simply to maintain the traditional ways of
managing resources and ensuring their availability to the next generation (Igoe 2004).
Nevertheless, this type of sustainable resource management practice is different from the
Western conservation model. Western models espouse the removal of indigenous people from
the forests and their autochthonous lands, and thus convert the forests into protected areas or
biodiversity reserves (Agrawal and Redford 2009; Brockington et al. 2006; Chapin 2004;
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Fletcher 2010). One of the reasons for such an exclusion is the fear of “the tragedy of the
commons” (Hardin 1968) or the overexploitation and degradation of commonly available natural
resources through wildlife poaching, overhunting, or smuggling of forest resources. Paige West
(2012) discusses how conservation-minded activists accorded rights and responsibilities to
indigenous people based on how “authentic” or “indigenous enough” they are. West (2012)
argues that such a consideration locates “authentic indigeneity” as a prior condition for
modernization and fixes authentic relations with biophysical world directly to indigeneity.
Conservation is also observed in the indigenous people’s spiritual connection to lands,
trees, and animals (Becker and Vanclay 2003; Gadgil et al. 1993). Robert Fletcher (2010)
describes “truth environmentality” as a perspective observed by ecologists who advocate for
resource preservation based on human’s evolutionarily derived, or innate, interconnection with
nature. He goes on to emphasize that alternative resource-use practices of indigenous peoples,
also known as traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), is a variant of this “truth
environmentality.” It is germane to review this topic because the thesis also focuses on the
indigenous Chenchu tribe’s interconnection with nature and their perceptions of conservation.
However, it is also debated that TEK of indigenous communities always translates into
intentional conservation of natural resources and therefore cannot be consistent and guarantee
conservation (Little 1994). To this, Michael Dove says, “One glaring lacuna in these debates
[against indigenous knowledge leading to intentional conservation] is the lack of critical
attention to the cross-cultural translation and interpretation of the concept of conservation itself,
especially in non-Western societies and outside of the major world religions” (2006, 197).
However, Smith and Wishnie (2000) opine that conservation must be intentional and conscious
and should not be just an outcome of the natural practices of the people sharing the resources that
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must be conserved. Considering these debates and arguments, it can be implied that indigenous
knowledge or TEK is still facing the challenges of being accepted as a mainstream conservation
technique. In this view, Paul Nadasdy (2003) identifies the political context of wildlife
management as one of the challenges to TEK and says, “Biologists cannot accept TEK as a valid
basis for action in its own right without undermining their own positions within the management
system” (378).
To gain a global perspective on the local conservation issues of the NSTR and the
management of the development of the Chenchu people, the discussions above on the global
conservation techniques, neoliberal conservation, and ICDPs are helpful. In the next section, I
will review the interaction of the Government’s politics and policies with conservation, or
political ecology, and its impact on people living in areas that are designated for conservation.
Protected Areas and People: Political Ecology and Conservation
A theoretical review of the interaction of power, politics, and people in protected areas is
relevant to this thesis to understand the Indian government’s environmental action of protecting
the tigers and its repercussions on the Chenchu people’s historical dependence on NSTR’s
resources (Guha and Joan Martínez 2013).
Before 1970, terms such as natural reserves, national parks, and wildlife sanctuaries were
used to identify places reserved for conservation; however, in 1978, the IUCN, the transnational
conservation organization, introduced a catch-all term “protected areas” in order to address the
need for a single term to designate the variation in conservation units (Orlove and Brush 1996).
The IUCN defines a protected area as, “a clearly defined geographical space, recognised,
dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long term
conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values” (Jones 2013, 40).
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When the management of protected areas becomes the direct responsibility of the State, the State
is authorized to make rules about who can use the natural resources belonging to the State, when
can they use it, and how much of it can they access (Adams and Hutton 2007). Also, the State’s
decision-making authority over its resources is reinforced by its use of advanced technology,
such as satellites, imaging systems, geographic information software, and global positioning
systems, to assess land and resources and their extinction and thus track biodiversity
conservation in a scientific and systematic manner (Brosius 2006a). Therefore, the state’s
strategic, scientific approach to biodiversity conservation and the use of expert knowledge for
ecosystems management provides empirical evidence for policy making and automatically
circulates power to the state over its resources; whereas, a more tacit indigenous knowledge of
conservation seems suppressed (Adams and Hutton 2007). Therefore, conservation tends to
become political because the State assumes authority over conservation of biodiversity through
the establishment of protected areas (Peet and Watts 2002).
Adams and Hutton define “political ecology” as a field that “embraces the integrations
between the way nature is understood and the politics and impacts of environmental action”
(2007, 147). Political ecology links the perspectives and understandings of the politics of
ecology, environmental action and justice, and ecological outcomes of a political and
environmental action and its impact on human societies (Adams and Hutton 2007; Peet and
Watts 2002), which can be linked to the subdiscipline of environmental anthropology (Brosius
2006). However, the interaction of politics with conservation leading to political ecology of
conservation can sometimes result in the State having authority over conservation through
protected areas and impacting the lives of people sharing the resources of areas designated for
conservation. In this view, Adams and Hutton (2007, 167) argue that “Ideas of nature are laid out
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on the ground in PAs, and the needs, rights and interests of people are bent to fit the resulting
conservation landscape.”
Biodiversity conservation, by establishing protected areas, has direct social and economic
impacts on the people living inside and on the fringes of these areas such as threats or crop raids
by wild animals, property and physical damages, and difficulty in accessing schools and
hospitals during emergencies owing to restricted vehicular movement within the protected areas
(Hayes 2006). Another major impact of protected area establishment is the displacement of
people from those areas (Kabra 2009). The consequences of such a displacement can be poverty,
physical and mental trauma, loss of land rights, economic marginalization in the new locations,
increased morbidity and mortality rates, loss of access to common property, and homelessness
(Brockington 2007; Cernea 1997; Fearn 2007; Igoe 2004; Krueger 2009). Regarding the
dynamics of conservation and human distress, in the form of displacement of the people from the
protected areas or use of violence to evict them, Agrawal and Redford (2009, 1) argue that “If
conservation strategies distress human populations, especially those who are less powerful,
politically marginalized, and poor, little that conservationists argue on behalf of biodiversity
makes sense.” However, to make protected areas effective indicators of biodiversity
conservation, Chape et al. (2005) suggest some best practices for national governments to adopt
– good governance and a political will to protect, enforcement of legal protection, and provision
of resources necessary for protected area management.
ICDPs and Neoliberal Conservation
This thesis discusses conservation perspectives of the Chenchu people and the role of
NGOs in Chenchu development. The NSTR’s conservation model partially allows the
indigenous Chenchu people to collect non-timber forest products (NTFPs), engages them in
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ecotourism, and employs them as forest guards and tiger trackers in NSTR (Sen and Lalhrietpui
2006). In addition, the local NGO collaborates with the development and conservation
representatives working toward Chenchu development. Such a conservation paradigm can be
attributed to the promises of “neoliberal conservation” (Fletcher 2012). Therefore, a theoretical
review of the ICDPs that seek biodiversity conservation through development initiatives, and
neoliberal conservation is necessary.
The concept of integrating biodiversity conservation with rural development is espoused
by ICDPs, which are created to achieve biodiversity conservation objectives through
development (Hughes and Flintan 2001). The design of ICDPs is based on controlled human use
of biodiversity reserves or protected areas, which can entail generating revenue through
ecotourism, meat sales, controlled hunting and sale of meat and forest products by the
communities indigenous to conservation areas. In addition, “community-based” wildlife
management programs, employment-related and agriculture-related interventions, and
“participatory” methods for biodiversity conservation are encouraged (Agrawal and Redford
2006; Alpert 1996; Barrett and Arcese 1995). Some of the overarching critiques of ICDPs
include conflicts in the control of natural resources by communities (Abakerli 2001), poaching,
illegal activities, and trade that damage biodiversity conservation (Newmark and Hough 2000).
While ICDPs aim at providing equal priority to both conservation and development, they were
critiqued because development took a larger share of funds in relation to conservation, especially
in developing countries (Baral et al. 2007). Barrett and Arcese (1995) question the sustainability
of ICDPs pertaining to their unsound analytical and empirical approaches. While failures
dominate analyses of ICDPs, ICDP success stories highlight sustained local management, active
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community participation, good relationships between stakeholders and communities, and
successful change in the attitude of the people toward conservation (Hughes and Flintan 2001).
Frank et al. (2000) emphasize the emergence of a new dimension of State responsibility
for natural environment protection and present five indicators of the State’s environmental
protection responsibility as: national parks and protected areas, international environmental
NGOs, state memberships in intergovernmental environmental organizations, environmental
impact assessment laws, and national environmental ministries. This State responsibility
translates into “hybrid environmental governance” propounded by Lemos and Agrawal (2006) in
which conservation responsibility is shared by states, businesses, NGOs, and communities. The
authors relate this type of governance to hold positive promises of being more democratic,
equitable, and efficient, further referring it to the term “governance without government” (Lemos
and Agrawal 2006, 311).
Based on the concepts of “hybrid” governance, Igoe and Brockington (2007, 433) define
“neoliberal conservation” through the promises it holds – protection of forests and its natural
resources and the safeguarding of democracy, property rights of the rural communities, and
promotion of ecotourism to enhance revenue to the state as well as foster environmental
consciousness of Western consumers. However, while neoliberalism includes community
participation, free market, and deregulation, the scaling back of states and their capacity to
regulate, there is always a dilemma of how or at what level do the local people participate in
conservation. Also, the implementation of a neoliberal conservation model can become a
challenge to the State to manage its protected areas when humans are seen as a visible threat to
nature (Igoe and Brockington 2007).
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The following section reviews the impact of conservation on the people living in
protected areas and their subsequent displacement from those areas. Such a review helps the
reader in relating the Chenchu displacement to the global perspectives and literature on
conservation-induced displacement.
Conservation-induced Displacement and Development
As displacement is a prominent topic of this thesis, referring to the Chenchu displacement
from the Nallamala forest owing to NSTR conservation objectives, this section reviews historical
and theoretical perspectives on the displacement of people from areas chosen for conservation by
the State. Perspectives on how conservation affects displacement and subsequent discussions on
the State’s role as a “development provider” to the displaced communities are provided in this
section.
While the realities of depleting resources, species extinction, global warming,
biodiversity degradation, and ecosystem loss have created a need for biodiversity conservation,
adverse human actions on ecosystems, such as economic expansion, population growth,
urbanization, and development, are also seen as a threat to species survival and biodiversity
(Chapin 2004; Sanderson 2002). Agrawal and Redford (2009) discuss the argument of
international conservation organizations that biodiversity conservation is an “ethical necessity”
for humankind and threats to biodiversity or conservation must be addressed immediately, which
also translates into controlling detrimental human action on ecosystems. In the same vein, these
organizations also espouse that conservation can be accomplished with poverty alleviation
(Wells and McShane 2004). However, critiquing the organizations’ argument, anthropologists
and developmentalists point out that conservation objectives can directly impose human misery.
As Agrawal and Redford (2009, 1) say, “If conservation strategies distress human populations,
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especially those who are less powerful, politically marginalized, and poor, little that
conservationists argue on behalf of biodiversity makes sense.” This human distress or misery is
attributed to human displacement from areas designated for conservation (Adamson 2006;
Dowie 2006, 2011; West and Brechin 1991).
In view of all these discussions, Agrawal and Redford (2009, 2) signify “displacement”
as “the involuntary physical removal of peoples from their historical or existing home areas as a
result of actions by governments or other organizational actors.” The term “displaced people”
refers to those who have moved from their native lands to escape persecution and human rights
violations, those who are moved within the boundaries of a country are referred as “internally
displaced people” or IDPs, and those who cross international borders to escape persecution are
known as “refugees” (Crisp 2010). These definitions would help in relating to the Chenchu
displacement as an internal one and referring to the displaced Chenchu as “internally displaced
people.” Further, the idea of space and its impact on the evolution of identities and cultures can
be linked to displaced communities where they form new identities in new locations. In this
view, Ferguson and Gupta (2008) discuss the formation of new identities or the loss of old
identities of communities due to displacement and the social construction of space. Ferguson and
Gupta (2008, 11) say, “East or West, inside or outside, left or right, mound or floodplain - from
at least the time of Durkheim, anthropology has known that the experience of space is always
socially constructed.”
While it is hard to reason or justify displacement, the relevant assumptions of
justifications for displacement will be reviewed here. Firstly, human presence has a negative
impact on conservation and, secondly, there are estimated gains of conservation through
displacement (Agrawal and Redford 2009). Another argument that justifies displacement is
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added by the Tiger Task Force report (GOI 2005) that was released by the Government of India.
It states, “Relocation is indeed important in cases where human activity is impacting on the key
habitat of animals and, if done well, can bring substantial conservation benefits” (GOI 2005, 93).
In opposition, critiques of displacement emphasize the injustice included in the eviction
of people from their native homes and the dispossession of the very things they were dependent
on for their livelihood and cultural reproduction. Emphasizing the callous attitudes of
conservationists in their conservation practices and dissatisfaction of the people with
displacement, Brockington and Igoe (2006) say, “If conservation provoked no protest then it
would be unlikely to be doing its job properly.” Weighing the gains and losses of conservationinduced displacement, the Tiger Task Force report (GOI 2005, 93) highlights that relocation can
be a “self-defeating proposition” because the land needed to resettle each family or the
compensation for displacement will be enormous, some part of the forest land must be converted
to agricultural land to be given away as compensation, and finally, displacement leads to further
marginalization and exacerbation of poverty as it defeats the purpose of conservation—people
have no alternative but to continue to use the forest for basic survival needs.
To combat the adverse impact of conservation on communities, compensation packages
or development initiatives are provided to the displaced communities to direct them to a settled
life (Adhikari and Shreshta 2007; Agrawal and Redford 2009; West et al. 2006). The state’s
agenda as a “paternalistic government” is to alleviate poverty and therefore design the lives of
vulnerable IDPs by providing them development packages, including jobs, health and education
subsidies, housing, land for agriculture, and other basic amenities for living (Adhikari and
Shreshta 2007; Li 2007). The Guiding Principles of the United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR) echo this idea and propose that the state’s role as a sovereign entity is to
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protect its population including the IDPs. As the displaced people have high chances of
vulnerabilities, the state is obligated to safeguard IDPs’ human rights (Brookings-Bern Project
on Internal Displacement 2008; Mooney 2005). The idea of “governmentality” by Micheal
Foucault (1991) where the population is governed by State processes such as institutions and
agencies, discourses, norms, and self-regulation is also relevant to understanding the modes and
methods of governing by the State (Gupta 2001). Chenchu people, who are displaced owing to
both conservation and development initiatives of the Indian Government, are also the
beneficiaries of development (Sahani and Nandy 2013).
Development
A review of the theoretical perspectives on development is important for this study as its
main focus is to understand the meaning or the various definitions of development. David Lewis
(2012) argues that development is a complex and ambiguous term that has many layers of
meaning. He defines development in terms of economic well-being and says that although
economic stability and improvement are indicators of development, it is also necessary to pay
attention to other factors such as income and asset redistribution to reduce inequality, support for
human rights and social welfare, and sustainable stewardship for environmental resources.
Further, he says that development can be associated with “planned social change.” In the context
of transnational organizations extending “development” to alleviate poverty, Tania Li (2007, 15)
suggests that “Planned development is premised upon the improvability of the ‘target group’ but
also posits a boundary that clearly separates those who need to be developed from those who will
do the developing.”
In the international development context, the concept of defining development in terms of
“well-being” is a recent addition to the various definitions of “development” (Gamage 2017;
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White 2009). Sarah White (2009) argues that well-being can be used as a new name for
development, which includes not only economic growth but also emphasizes environmental
sustainability and human fulfilment. However, it is important to assess well-being from various
domains rather than from a single indicator (White 2009). Traditional theories define
development in terms of economic growth and modernity, measured by economic indices such as
Gross National Product (GNP), where development is quantifiable (Gardner and Lewis 1996).
Gardner and Lewis (1996) argue that one of the major drawbacks of defining development in
terms of economic growth is that growth does not necessarily lead to an enhanced standard of
living. The economist Amartya Sen (2001) also criticizes the traditional idea of defining
development in terms of rise in GNP, personal incomes, industrialization, or modernity and
emphasizes that development must also encompass freedom and the choice for people to do what
they value. However, steering away from the dominant paradigms of development,
anthropologists are defining development through factors that contribute to a better future by
engaging in critical issues such as poverty, environmental degradation, class, gender and ethnic
domination, and thus are encouraging policies that promise cultural affirmation in the midst of
globalization (Bodley 1998; Escobar 1997).
In the development context of postcolonial India, Akhil Gupta opines that
underdevelopment is a form of postcolonial identity (Gupta 1998 in Pandian 2008) and links the
development of agriculture as a critical aspect for the development of modern India (Gupta 1997).
Anand Pandian (2008) considers the rural citizens of India as “subjects of development” –
individuals who submit to the authoritative Government by identifying themselves as a problem.
He argues that while it has been proven that the State and international institutions’ perception of
development is naïve, the “Ordinary rural subjects of development react to its endless
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disappointments not by questioning the desirability of progress itself, but rather by holding more
closely to this prospect as an aim of life” (Pandian 2008, 173). He further says that development
in rural India is vested in state officials, teachers, missionaries, and even deities. Finally, David
Mosse (2013, 240), who has conducted extensive research in the southern part of India, links
development and anthropology in the following way:
Development may or may not be a distinctive apparatus that is separable from other
historical relations between state, society, and culture, but it can be studied as the fraught
institutional effort to make this so (or to resist it)—a scenario in which anthropologists
are themselves implicated as policy makers, project workers, advocacy activists, or
critics.
These arguments and discussions on the conceptualization of development help in elaborating
the scope of the definition of development, which is the central theme of the research’s question.
The research intends to find how the Chenchu people’s definition of development aligns with
this alternative conceptualization, and further how this aligns, or not, with the Government
representatives’ understandings of development.
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CHAPTER III
CASE STUDY: HISTORY AND CONTEXTUALIZATION
This section provides a historical review of the Indian government’s conservation
objectives with reference to the “Project Tiger” initiative and the establishment of NSTR to
provide a context to the discussions on the Chenchu displacement from the Nallamala forest. A
historical review of the indigenous Chenchu people, their forest protection practices, and their
displacement from the forest to the nearby towns or fringes of the forest is discussed to learn the
history of Chenchu displacement. Further, this section reviews the development initiatives of the
Indian government toward impoverished communities, which includes the Chenchu. Further, the
Chenchu development objectives of the State Government is discussed to learn the provisions the
Government has been providing for the Chenchu people. All these discussions help the reader to
provide a context to the study and its findings.
Nagarjunasagar-Srisailam Tiger Reserve (NSTR) and Indigenous Chenchu People
This section has three subsections: Project Tiger and NSTR, The Chenchu People, and
the Chenchu Displacement and Development. In the first subsection, a literary review of the
“Project Tiger” and the NSTR is conducted, the second and third sections discuss literature on
the Chenchu people and their displacement and development.

25

Project Tiger and NSTR
The Government of India launched the Project Tiger initiative in April 1973 to protect and
conserve the depleting population of tigers in India, which is also the national animal and listed
under the endangered species category (Goodrich et al. 2015). During the formative stages of the
project, nine tiger reserves (Bandipur, Corbett, Kanha, Manas, Melghat, Palamau, Ranthambore,
Similipal, and Sunderbans) (Khandelwal 2005) were created and by 2018 the number of tiger
reserves increased to fifty (Figure 1), covering an area of 2.21% of the country (National Tiger
Conservation Authority / Project Tiger 2018a).

Figure 1

Tiger Reserves in India

Source: National Tiger Conservation Authority/Project Tiger, India
(https://projecttiger.nic.in/WriteReadData/PublicationFile/Joning%20The%20Dots.pdf)
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Project Tiger’s main activities, within the ambit of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 of India,
are tiger habitat amelioration, day-to-day monitoring of tiger numbers, eco-development for local
people in buffer areas, voluntary relocation of people from core/critical tiger habitats and
addressing human-wildlife conflicts (GOI 2005, 93). While the Central Government is
responsible for planning, coordinating, and partially financing tiger reserves, the State
Government focuses on the execution of plans and partially financing the recurring costs of the
project (Khandelwal 2005). According to the Status of Tigers – 2018 report by the National Tiger
Conservation Authority / Project Tiger (2018a), a statutory body under the Ministry of
Environment, Forest, and Climate Change, Government of India, India has the world’s largest
tiger population accounting for more than 80% of the global population (3,159) of the adult freeranging tigers.
In 1982-83, under the Project Tiger initiative, an area of 5,937 km2 (2,292 miles2) of the
Nallamala forest in the state of Andhra Pradesh in southern India was declared the
Nagarjunasagar-Srisailam Tiger Reserve (NSTR) (Figure 2), a protected area for the
conservation of tigers (National Tiger Conservation Authority / Project Tiger 2018b). Of this,
3,721 km2 (1,436.3 miles2) was declared as critical or core tiger habitat and 2,216 km2 (855.6
miles2) as the buffer area.
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Figure 2

Map of Nagarjunasagar-Srisailam Tiger Reserve

Source: Ministry of Environment and Forests, India
(http://projecttiger.nic.in/printableguide_Nagarjunsagar.htm)

NSTR is one of the biggest tiger reserves in India with an estimated tiger population of 53-67
according to the 2010 tiger population assessment by the Government of India (National Tiger
Conservation Authority / Project Tiger 2018b). In 1992, it was renamed as the Rajiv Gandhi
Tiger Reserve (Sudeesh and Reddy 2013).
In his ethnography on the Chenchu, Haimendorf (1982) discusses the indigenous
Chenchu people as traditionally a foraging community living in the interior parts of the forest.
According to the 2011 Census of India, the total population of the Chenchu in Andhra Pradesh
was 47,315 with 23,847 males and 23,468 females, forming 1.80% of the total population of
Andhra Pradesh (Government of Telangana, Tribal Welfare Department, 2018). At present, there
has been a slow transition of the Chenchu from foraging to leading a “settled” life near town
fringes due to the Chenchu people seeking better access to facilities such as education, jobs,
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healthcare facilities, and modernity (Narayan 2014). Deforestation or depleting forest resources,
exogamy, conservation-induced displacement, and Naxal insurgencies (conflicts between the
Maoist groups and the Indian Government) are some of the reasons for the Chenchu transition
(Caro 2013; Thamminaina 2015). Of these causes, the conservation-based displacement and
Naxal insurgencies need some elaboration as the rest are the most natural causes for human
migration.
In the late 1990s, the state of Andhra Pradesh experienced a surge of Naxal activities,
radical communist groups fighting for tribal land rights against the State’s control over the forest
lands (Goswami 2013). The Nallamala forest was also a hideout to these Maoist groups during
those times (Reddy and Kumar 2010; Singhal and Nilakantan 2017). There were violent
encounters between the Naxalites and the Police department in the Nallamala region. To avoid
any casualties and loss of life due to the Naxalite insurgencies, the tribal Chenchu people were
encouraged by the Government to relocate to safer places away from the forest (Kannabiran et al.
2010; National Tiger Conservation Authority/Project Tiger, 2006).
Another cause of displacement is the conservation goals of the NSTR. As per the
conservation objectives of the Indian government, the establishment of the Tiger Reserve in 1983
banned hunting, logging, collection of forest products, or any human habitation within the
reserve, which resulted in the removal of the Chenchu from the forest and displacement to the
fringes of the nearby towns (Dev 2016; Narayan 2014).
While tiger conservation and Chenchu displacement have been ongoing processes since
the establishment of the reserve, there has been conflict between the Government’s displacement
policies and Chenchu forest rights (Narayan 2014; Thamminaina 2015). During the British rule,
in 1885, the land rights of the tribal groups were restricted, and the forest resources were
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controlled by the British to divert the forest revenue to fund the military, industrial, and
commercial sectors (Kapoor 2009). Such restrictions on tribal rights led to uprisings or revolts by
the forest-dependent tribal people. Later, the Indian Forest Act of 1927 provided some privileges
to the tribal people to collect firewood, timbers for household consumption, collection of forest
produce handicrafts, mining and quarrying of stone, hunting and fishing, besides employment
and other services at the Forest Department (Mahapatra 2002). Therefore, currently, there are
some deregulations that allow Chenchu people to use forest products for sustainable livelihood
(Kujur 2018).
The Chenchu People
Before delving into the topics of the Chenchu displacement and development, a brief
background of the Chenchu helps in understanding their way of life, traditions, their attachment
to the forest, their conservation techniques and traditional knowledge of the forest. Manu Smriti1
(Chapter 24, 600-200 BCE), one of the earliest texts of Indian literature (Freitas 2006; Jois
2015), mentions the Chenchu tribe as the first dwellers of the Andhra Pradesh region (Ratha
1997). The word Chenchu is derived from chettu, or a tree in the Telugu language, to mean “a
person who lives under a tree” (Lee et al. 1999).
Christoph von Fürer-Haimendorf (1982) traces the history of the Chenchus to the
Paleolithic Age in his book The Tribes of India, an elaborate ethnography on the tribes of India
conducted through the period of 1940 to 1980. He describes the Chenchu as a nomadic group
living in the Nallamala jungles with hunting and gathering as their main occupation. He observed

1

The Manu Smriti is a book of laws written sometime between the second to fifth century B.C. It
consists of 2,031 verses that supposedly codify the Indian caste system. It is also regarded as
ancient codification of rules of righteous conduct, or Dharma.
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that the Chenchu people did not feel bound to a particular locality and sported a strong sense of
personal freedom and independence. Also gender equality between men and women is one of the
attributes of this tribe as noted by the author. This sense of equality is perhaps related to women
and men hunting and foraging together (Gangadharam 2007). Haimendorf (1982) observed that
the Chenchu people were excellent hunters and could predict an animal’s next moves just by
observing its movement and behavior. While describing their economic condition as poorer in
material possessions, Haimendorf (1982) said that the Chenchu’s way of life was very simple,
referring to their subsistence livelihood.
Studies (Rao and Ramana 2007; Rao et al. 2007; Reddy 2014) indicate that the Chenchu
have a good knowledge of the forest and the protection of its forest resources; for example, they
do not kill pregnant animals, they leave of portion of the roots and tubers that they consume for
their regeneration, and they collect only the fully grown bamboo sticks and ensure that the
ripened seeds fall on the ground for germination. This discussion provides an idea of the
Chenchu conservation or forest protection activities and practices, which further implies their
attachment or relationship with the forest.
These discussions on Chenchu background provide a context to the Chenchu
displacement and development scenario, which is the main focus of this thesis.
Chenchu Displacement and Development
During the British rule, the tribal groups were numerous, diverse with indigenous cultures
and languages, isolated from the mainstream society, and spread across the Indian subcontinent
(Bijoy 2003). After Indian independence, not only the tribal groups but also the federal units and
territories ruled by the local state heads and kings had to be unified. It was important for the
postcolonial Indian state to be unified and inclusive to steer toward the country’s economic
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development (Brahmanandam and Babu 2016). The postcolonial Indian government
implemented a comprehensive development plan by investing in education and development of
the people, particularly by providing reservations, a system that gave Indian minority
communities more access to education and jobs (Rao 2010), to the Other Backward Classes and
Scheduled Tribes and Scheduled Castes (Brahmanandam and Babu 2016), who were isolated
from the mainstream during the British rule (Sen 1992). The Dhebar Commission of 1960
identified the educational “backwardness” of tribal people and recognized particular issues that
stopped tribal children from enrolling in schools (Corbridge 1988). The Commission suggested
functional and structural adjustments, such as mid-day meals, vacations, and suitable timings, to
the existing school systems to encourage tribal students’ enrollment. Despite these efforts, the
literacy rates continued to drop among the tribal groups, owing to the widening economic and
social gaps between the tribal and non-tribal people, leading to high dropout rates
(Brahmanandam and Babu 2016).
The Indian government has identified and categorized 75 tribal groups as PVTGs based
on their “forest-based livelihoods, pre-agricultural level of existence, a stagnant and declining
population, extremely low-literacy, and subsistence economy” (“National Advisory Council”,
n.d., 1, GOI 1985-90). The Ministry of Tribal Affairs (2015) issued operational guidelines for the
development of PVTGs under the “Conservation-cum-Development” scheme to the Tribal
Welfare Departments in the different State Governments of India. In this scheme, “conservation”
indicates the conservation of the PVTG culture, documentation of their lifestyle, traditional
medicine and medical practices, art, folklore, sports, music, dance, crops, and food (Ministry of
Tribal Affairs 2015). The scheme emphasized providing livelihood, employment, and
educational opportunities, social security, health and education provisions, land distribution and
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development facilities, culture and urban development to the PVTGs, where the Chenchu people
were also the beneficiaries. ITDAs were created by the Indian government to work under the
State Government to administer developmental activities toward the PVTGs in each state. The
ITDAs implement developmental projects designed by both the State and Central Governments
toward the PVTGs and administer their progress. In the particular case of the displaced Chenchu
tribal groups, the ITDA-Srisailam administers the development activities in the Nallamala forest
area of Andhra Pradesh.
The developmental activities of the State Government’s Tribal Welfare Department are
shared by the ITDA to provide “development” to the Chenchu tribal groups. Sometimes, local
NGOs, such as the Rural Development Trust (RDT), also collaborate with the ITDA in funding
and implementing projects. The development schemes are designed to provide economic
support, health and education benefits, agricultural guidance and subsidies, and employment
opportunities to the tribal people including the Chenchu (Donthi 2016; PEO Study No. 166 – of
Planning Commission, n.d.).
Economic support, in the form of subsidized loans, land, and farming equipment, is provided to
the tribal people interested in farming, sericulture, coffee plantation, and horticulture (Jha and
Gaiha 2012). The Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme
(MGNREGS), launched on February 2, 2006, guarantees 100 days of employment per year to
one member of a rural household for a period of 100 days (Jha and Gaiha 2012; Seetharamaiah
2016). The Andhra Pradesh Tribes Cooperative Finance Corporation Limited (TRICOR) scheme,
established in 1976, and Girijana Cooperative Corporation Limited (GCC), established in 1956,
were created to improve the socio-economic living conditions of the tribal people and help
landless tribal people purchase land for agriculture, or for entrepreneurial ventures, at cheaper
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interest rates, respectively (Reddy and Kumar 2010). Schemes for providing health and medical
insurance, medicine and ambulance facilities, nutrition kits for new-borns and mothers, hospitals,
dispensaries, and public health centers are implemented to foster health and sanitation in the
tribal communities (National Health Portal of India-Andhra Pradesh, n.d.). The Girijana Vidya
Vikasa Kendra (GVVK), also called tribal welfare primary schools for grades 1 and 2 (first stage
of education), were created to encourage children to attend schools. GVVK employs teachers
from tribal communities with basic teaching skills and provides training to improve their existing
teaching skills. The Ashram schools and Gurukulams were created for the next stage of
education, after GVVK, that provide both education and hostel facilities (Bhatt 2005).
Role of NGOs in Chenchu Development
The Government of India has provided a significant role to the NGOs that work for the
development of impoverished communities in collaboration with Government organizations.
During the pre-Independence times, many social activists worked toward the abolishment of
historical, social practices in India such as “sati,” where a widow threw herself on to her
husband's funeral pyre, “bride price” (Rajasekhar 2000), education for women, “untouchability”
(Gorringe 2005), and so forth. After Independence, during the 1960s, the Indian government
realized that economic welfare brings social welfare and development to people; therefore, the
Indian government’s Ministries of Agriculture and Rural Development approached the NGOs,
which were working for the development of people in their own way, to collaborate with the
Government’s socio-economic development plans (Rajasekhar 2000). Many NGOs are involved
in community development, women’s empowerment, self-help groups, sustainable development,
and health and education provisions for the impoverished in rural India (Mukherjee 2012; Singh
2018).
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In Andhra Pradesh, many NGOs work for the development of many tribal communities
including the Chenchu tribal people. In this region, the NGO collaborate with the State
Government in protecting human rights, creating awareness on AIDS, women empowerment,
development of marginalized people, and providing education and medical facilities to the rural
populations (Singh 2018). Both global and local NGOs, such as Red Cross Society, Department
for International Development (DFID), Sakthi, Conservation of Nature Through Rural
Awakening (CONARE), Centre for People’s Forestry (CPF), Andhra Pradesh Child Right
Society (APCRS), and Rural Development Trust (RDT), are doing significant work for the
development of Chenchus (Thamminaina 2018). While a few of these NGOs operate
independently, a few of them engage in collaborative work with another NGO or Government
organization. Some of the work that the NGOs focus for the Chenchu community in the
Nallamala region includes educational development, health care, livelihood enhancement,
vocational training and women empowerment, agricultural development, economic development,
development and religious promotion, environmental protection, awareness programs on rights
and privileges, and legal support (Thamminaina 2018).
Conclusion
The research uses these discussions and insights to understand the local Chenchu
displacement and development scenario and the Government’s various development projects
toward the Chenchu, specific development investments, development priorities and patterns,
which holistically help in providing a context to the discussions and findings of this study. As the
NGOs collaborate with the Government to provide socioeconomic development to the Chenchu,
a review of their role in tribal development in India is relevant.
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CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH METHODS
Background
The fieldwork was conducted during June-July 2019 for 30 days in the NallamalaSrisailam forest region of Andhra Pradesh in India. The Chenchu settlements near NSTR and in a
few parts of the Telangana state were included for the research. The participants included the
indigenous Chenchu people, State Government officials including the ITDA authorities, NSTR
conservation representatives, and the local NGO workers.
Positionality
According to Jennifer Robertson, “Positionality, as practiced by anthropologists, is
premised on ever more specific categories of identity that can invoke a kind of cultural
relativity” (2002, 789). It is also widely critiqued that declaring the researcher’s positionality
leads to not only self-stereotyping but also stereotyping the research participants (Robertson
2002). However, rather than stereotyping my positionality, I would like to describe how my
identity as an Indian with a fluency in the language of my research participants, Telugu, was an
advantage for me to connect better with my participants as well as relate to their attitudes.
My positionality or identity as a researcher was as both an insider and an outsider. As an insider,
since I was familiar with the social structure, culture, gender dynamics, and norms, customs, and
traditions of the people, I could relate to many things that I observed and learned during my
interactions with my informants. For example, if female participants spoke about gender
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dynamics, I could relate to the societal structures where significant demarcations of gender roles
prevailed. Due to the familiarity of the local language, it was easier to comprehend some of the
jargon the informants used in their interviews, such as velumudra meaning “fingerprint,” which
refers to someone who cannot read or write and therefore uses his/her thumbprint as a signature
or uppu-merapakai meaning “salt and green chillies,” which connotated to basic food a person
can afford. From an etic or outsider perspective (Morris et al., 1999), I was able to link some of
the cultural and ecological practices of the Chenchu people to the external or global narratives of
ecology and conservation.
Participant Demographics and Field Sites
I contacted a total of 28 participants (Table 1) for audio-recorded data collection. I used
three methods to identify and contact my interlocutors. First, I used the snowball sampling
method. Since I was not aware of the exact locations of the Chenchu habitations that were
dispersed throughout the Nallamala region, I used the snowball sampling method, where one
informant from one location introduced me to another group in another location for interviews,
and so on to contact the Chenchu people for my study (Bernard 2017). Second, I networked with
the local NGO workers, whom I had known and developed connections during my internship
days and accompanied them on their field visits to the Chenchu settlements, who introduced me
to the Chenchu people as an independent researcher. Third, I used connections built upon my
time as an intern for the ITDA in the summer of 2018, which enabled to reconnect with the
Government section informants and NSTR conservation authorities for my research.
The participants were broadly divided into two sectors: (i) the Chenchu people living in
various locations in the Nallamala forest region and (ii) the Government representatives and the
NGO workers working for Chenchu development. Although NGO workers do not directly
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represent the Government, in this thesis they are treated as part of the Government sector
because they collaborated with the Government for the socio-economic development of the
Chenchu. Further, I have grouped the Chenchu participants (N=15) into three samples based on
their locations and different stages of displacement from the forest: (i) those living in the interior
parts of the Nallamala forest are identified as the “Deep Forest Chenchu” (N=4), (ii) those living
in the fringe areas between the forest and the nearby towns are called as the “Intermediate Forest
Chenchu” (N=5), and (iii) those who were completely displaced from the forest are called as the
“Displaced Chenchu” (N=6). By categorizing the Chenchu participants based on location, there
is more diversity in the data collected and ability to refine varying Chenchu perspectives based
on relocation status. In other words, their attachment to the forest and views on development and
conservation may differ owing to their location and environment. Also, the perspectives on
development can vary based on the accessibility to basic amenities. The Chenchu people’s access
schools, hospitals, work areas, and transportation, which are concentrated in the towns, is
primarily dependent on the location of their habitat. It is easier to approach these facilities for the
Chenchus residing closer to the towns compared to those living in remote locations or interior
parts of the forest.
The locations of the field sites or the Chenchu habitations are represented in the following map
(Figure 3). On the map, the interior habitations of the Deep Forest Chenchu are represented in
green, the locations of the Intermediate Forest Chenchu are shown in blue, and the settlements of
the Displaced Chenchu are shown in orange. These are the actual locations where the interviews
were conducted.
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Figure 3

Location of research field sites

Green: Deep Forest Chenchu settlements; Blue: Intermediate Forest Chenchu locations; Orange:
Displaced Chenchu habitations; Brown: Government and NGO office locations.
Source: https://www.google.com/earth/.

The Government representatives and NGO workers (N=13) (Table 1) were grouped based on
their responsibilities of development and conservation. They were classified into three samples
for data analysis: (i) NSTR Conservation Authorities (N=3), (ii) ITDA Representatives (N=5),
and (iii) NGO Workers (N=5). All the Government representatives and NGO workers were
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contacted in their offices located in the Nallamala-Srisailam region, indicated as brown tags in
the map (Figure 3).
Both male and female individuals more than 18 years of age were selected for the audiorecorded interviews. The confidentiality of the interlocutors was maintained by collecting details
of only their age, gender, and occupation, and audio-recording their interviews without revealing
their personal details. Photos of the existing living conditions, for any discussions or academic
presentations, were taken with the people’s consent.
Table 1

Participant’s demographic details
Group

Gender

Occupation

Male

Age
(Years)
50

Deep Forest Chenchu
Deep Forest Chenchu

Male

34

Laborer

Deep Forest Chenchu

Male

45

Laborer

Deep Forest Chenchu

Male

39

Employee

Intermediate Forest Chenchu

Female

60

Forest produce collector

Intermediate Forest Chenchu

Male

36

Contractor at GCC

Intermediate Forest Chenchu

Female

55

No occupation

Intermediate Forest Chenchu

Female

32

Forest produce collector

Intermediate Forest Chenchu

Female

32

Forest products collection

Intermediate Forest Chenchu

Female

60

Forest produce collector

Displaced Chenchu

Male

75

Forest produce collector

Displaced Chenchu

Male

36

Farmer

Displaced Chenchu

Female

60

Forest produce collector

Displaced Chenchu

Male

52

Laborer

Displaced Chenchu

Male

27

Laborer

Displaced Chenchu

Male

28

Driver

ITDA

Male

45

ITDA Official

ITDA

Male

56

Teacher in ITDA

ITDA

Male

59

ITDA Official

40

Laborer

Table 1 (continued)
Group

Gender
Male

Age
(Years)
58

ITDA

Occupation
ITDA Official

ITDA

Female

40

Engineer

NSTR

Male

59

Forest Officer

NSTR

Male

48

Forest Officer

NSTR

Male

41

Forest Officer

NGO

Female

44

NGO Worker

NGO

Male

42

Team Leader

NGO

Male

45

Social worker

NGO

Male

48

Doctor

NGO

Male

63

Social worker

The study involved a total of 28 participants belonging to both the Chenchu communities
and the Government sectors including NGO workers. Their demographic details are shown in
Table 1. The Mean or the average age of all the participants was 46.75 years, the Median age
was 45 years, the frequently occurring age, or the mathematical Mode, was 45 years. Among all
the participants, the minimum age was 27 years, and maximum was 75 years. The following
Table 2 provides details on the age and gender distribution of participants in each subgroup.
Table 2

Age and gender distribution in each group
Group

Chenchu
Deep Forest Chenchu
Intermediate Forest Chenchu
Displaced Chenchu
Government and NGO
ITDA
NSTR
NGO

Average age of the
participants (years)

Gender Distribution

42
43
46

All males
One female, four males
One female, five males

51.6
49.3
48.4

One female, four males
All males
Four males, one female

41

In total, the average age of all the participants was 46.7 with 7 female and 21 male
respondents.
Data Collection Methods
A combination of both qualitative and quantitative data collection methods was used for
this study. Traditional anthropological methods of participant-observation, informal interviews
and discussions for qualitative data collection. Structured and semi-structured interviews,
questionnaires, and archives were also used during the fieldwork for qualitative and, briefly, a
quantitative analysis (Bernard 2017).
Before collecting the research data, I engaged in rapport-building activities, such as
attending informal meetings, engaging in personal discussions, and using participant observation,
to lessen the “insider-outsider” complex (Chavez 2008). I visited different Chenchu settlements
to observe, interact, and learn their views on the above-stated themes. Although it was a bit
difficult to begin the conversations due to unfamiliarity, it became easier to connect with people
as we became familiar with each other. We discussed various topics related to everyday life. The
elders in the community reminisced about their way of life in the forest as children, what they
ate, and how they connected with nature, and their bonding with parents. They discussed the
changing times and the current events. The youngsters, above 18 years, mostly discussed their
life in the communities and opportunities for education and jobs.
For interviews, two sets of question guides, one for the Chenchu tribal groups and
another for the Government representatives, including structured and semi-structured interview
questions that are both open-ended and closed-ended, were employed (see Appendixes A and C).
Some of the questions were designed based on the 5-point Likert scale (Bernard 2017). The
questions were set in both English (see Appendixes A and C) and Telugu languages (see
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Appendixes B and D) for ease of comprehension and communication of the questions. Before
conducting the interviews, a pre-testing of the question guides was done to ensure clarity and
accuracy of the questions (Bernard 2017). The questions were posed to a minimum of five
individuals, who were not part of the final sample, which was then allowed for changes to the
translations if required.
The question guide for the Chenchu people was aimed at eliciting data to answer the
research’s secondary question, S1: What terminology do the Chenchu people use to indicate their
socio-economic “development?” The themes for the questions in the guide were broadly based
on the Chenchu people’s:
1. Knowledge of socio-economic development indicators
2. Views on biodiversity conservation and displacement
3. Perspectives on the development projects of the State Government and the
effectiveness of these projects
Also, I maintained an MS Excel sheet to record the participant’s group, location, and the date of
interview to help in tracking the participants and following up any pending interviews. As I am
familiar with the Chenchu language of communication, Telugu, conversing and explaining the
details of the question guide to the Chenchu people was not difficult. Before conducting each
interview, I took a verbal consent, which was set in the questionnaires in both English (Appendix
E) and Telugu (Appendix F), from the informant.
The question guide for the Government representatives (Appendixes C and D) was
designed to elicit data for the secondary question, S2: What is the State Government’s logic
behind implementing its development projects?. The potential themes for the questions in the
guide were broadly based on the Government representatives’:
1. Knowledge of the development indicators
2. Views on biodiversity conservation and displacement
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3. Knowledge of the development projects and their rationale for investing,
implementing, prioritizing these projects, and the facilitation of the displacement and
development of the Chenchu people
The question guides for both Government representatives and the Chenchu people were designed
on the same pattern, a mix of structured and semi-structured interview questions consisting of
common questions and specific questions. The “common questions” were the same in both the
question guides and the “specific questions” were specific to the particular group being
interviewed. The “common questions” were designed to generate responses for a comparative
data analysis to determine similarities and differences between the two groups about
development definitions.
Formal interviews were conducted with the Wildlife Conservation officers of NSTR who
were willing to be the research participants to derive data on the conservation-displacement
scenario—what type of issues are they encountering with the Chenchu people living in the forest,
how are they engaging Chenchus in the conservation process, and their viewpoints on the
Government’s conservation-cum-development plans. Last, I read ITDA’s archives and annual
reports, and attended their meeting discussions, as part of the participant observation to derive
data on its investment in development projects.
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CHAPTER V
QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS
My interviews with the Chenchu people and the Government representatives and NGO
workers elicited various perceptions on conservation, displacement, development, ChenchuGovernment relationships, NGO roles in development, and the problems of the Chenchu people.
This data is collaborated to address the research questions and achieve the research goal of
understanding whether the definitions of development are the same for both the Chenchu people
and the Government representatives and NGO.
Research Data Analysis Method
After completing my research in India and returning to the United States, I separated the
data collected through questionnaires or question guides, participant-observation, and informal
discussions into two broad categories: the Chenchu and the Government and NGO for ease of
analysis and representation. Data belonging to the Deep Forest Chenchu, Intermediate Forest
Chenchu, and Displaced Chenchu (see the “Participant Demographics and Field Sites” section)
was grouped under the Chenchu category and the ITDA, NSTR, and NGO data was grouped
under the Government and NGO category. The collected data was in the form of fieldnotes
during participant-observation and informal discussions and audio recordings of interviews that
were responses to the question guides (see Appendixes A and C for English and Appendixes B
and D for Telugu) with both the Chenchu people (N=15) and the Government representatives
and NGO (N=13). All 28 interview audio recordings of the participants were transcribed into
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English. Most of the interviews were in Telugu, the local language of the Chenchu and the
research area, and a few were in English. For the Telugu interviews, while listening to an audio
recording in Telugu, I translated it into English and typed word-for-word of the interview in
English, creating an English transcription of the Telugu interview.
To code and qualitatively analyze the transcription data, I used the QDA Miner software
(QDA Miner, Provalis Research, Montreal, Canada), a qualitative data analysis software package
for coding, annotating, retrieving, and analyzing data. I grouped the transcriptions into the
categories to which they belonged – the Chenchu transcriptions were named as “Deep Forest
Chenchu,” “Intermediate Forest Chenchu,” and “Displaced Chenchu,” based on the Chenchu
people’s location, and the Government representatives and NGO transcriptions were named as
“ITDA,” “NSTR,” and “NGO” based on the participant’s designation or occupation. I then used
a grounded theory approach, based on inductive or “open” coding, to allow predominant themes
and patterns to emerge from the collected data (Bernard 2017). Both in vivo coding, themes
named after the actual phrases used by the participants (Strauss and Corbin 1990), and values
coding, themes named after the observed values, beliefs, and attitudes of the participants
(Saldaña 2015), were used to name the emerging themes.
Before beginning the coding process, each participant’s transcription was given an
alphanumeric name, such as P13 or P15 to mean Participant (number), for identification. In total,
there were 28 transcriptions from P1 to P28. For the coding process, as required by the QDA
Miner software, all the transcriptions that belonged to a particular group, e.g., “Deep Forest
Chenchu,” were uploaded as a set into the software and stored under the common name of the
group for identification and analysis (“Deep Forest Chenchu” in this case). During coding, an
emerging thought or idea was highlighted to give it a code name while reading through the
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transcription. Thoughts that were relevant to the research questions were also identified. These
codes were grouped under a common category. As seen in the coded transcription sample
(Figure 4), each emerging idea was highlighted in a different color and given a code name – for
example, the participant’s response “Giving loans for livelihood so that our problems are solved”
was given a code name “Loans, business, agriculture” and was categorized under the
“Development definition” category since the response was to the question on development
definition. In this way, codes were generated and grouped under a suitable category. Further,
many categories were produced containing one or more codes.

Figure 4

Sample of a coded transcription
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When the coding was completed, a codebook (Figure 5) was retrieved from the software
that provided a brief analysis of the codes. For example, as seen in the sample code book (Figure
5), the codes are grouped under a category. The number of times a code occurs in the coded
transcription was indicated as a “Count,” the “%Codes” define the percentage of occurrence of
the code in the entire set of transcriptions of a participant subgroup, the “Cases” indicate the
number of participants in the group, and “%Cases” indicates the percentage of participants who
responded to the code.

Figure 5

Sample of the coding analysis (codebook) retrieved from the software after coding
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The same method of coding was used for the transcriptions of participants belonging to
the other groups too. After retrieving the codebook analysis from the software, the number of the
“Counts,” indicating the number of times a particular thought or idea was expressed, and
“Cases,” indicating the number of people expressing that thought or idea, was used to determine
the frequency of a particular idea indicating the beliefs and thoughts of an informant. For
example, Figure 5 shows a sample of the “Intermediate Forest Chenchu” codebook analysis. In
this group, there were five participants in total and going by the codebook analysis, two
participants (2 Cases) described development as an idea that can be attributed to “roads, houses,
land, electricity” and this was mentioned two times (2 Counts). Such an analysis was conducted
for all the six groups (Deep Forest Chenchu, Intermediate Forest Chenchu, Displaced Chenchu,
ITDA, NSTR, and NGO). Further, the Counts and Cases were used to analyze development
definitions and, other topics that emerged during the coding process, of the Chenchu people and
the Government and NGO representatives. The analysis was further supported by the excerpts
from the interview transcriptions of the informants to strengthen the research findings and
conclusions.
First, the development definitions of the Chenchu people and the Government
representatives and NGO were collated and analyzed to answer the research’s secondary
questions: S1 – What terminology do the Chenchu people use to indicate their socio-economic
“development”? and S2 – What is the State Government’s logic behind implementing its
development projects?. Then, the definitions were compared for similarities and differences to
answer the research’s primary question “Does development mean the same to both the internally
displaced Chenchu people and the Government?
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Development Definitions
The questionnaires (Appendixes A and C for English and Appendixes B and D for
Telugu) included a number of questions that elicited development definitions of the Chenchu
people and the Government representatives. Some of these questions were: (i) What words
would you use to define development?; (ii) What are the things you would like to change in the
existing living conditions of the Chenchu people?; (iii) What are the things you would not like to
change in the existing living conditions of the Chenchu people?; (iv) Do you suggest any
changes to the development projects?; and (v) Give an example of any development projects that
you feel have improved your living condition.
The answers to these questions from the informants provided their idea of development.
These ideas were coded as described in the previous section and grouped under the
“Development Definitions” category. In the following sections, the perspectives on development
by the Chenchu and the Government and NGO representatives are analyzed and discussed. The
definitions from both groups are compared and analyzed to examine any similarities and
differences in their perceptions to achieve the research goal of learning whether the Chenchu and
the Government define development the same way.
Development Definitions: Chenchu
To understand how the Chenchu people living in different regions of the Nallamala forest
and in different stages of displacement from the forest define development, I conducted an
analysis of their views on development collected and recorded during my fieldwork. While
coding the interview transcriptions, all the emerging viewpoints related to development
definitions of the Chenchu people were coded as: (i) Roads, houses, land, electricity, (ii)
Livestock, (iii) Education and jobs, (iv) Health, (v) Freedom, (vi) Well-being, (vii) Future
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expectations, (viii) Loans, and (ix) Forest protection. These codes belonged to the “Development
definitions” category. After retrieving the information on the number times a code was used, or
the Count, and the number of participants who believed in an idea that could be tagged to the
code, “Case,” from the codebook of the software, a graphical representation of the codes based
on the number of participants who shared a particular idea, or the “Case” count in the codebook,
was created as shown in the following Figure 6.

Figure 6

Development definitions of the Chenchu people living in different locations

Among the Chenchus in the research area, I was able to interview four participants categorized
as Deep Forest group, five as Intermediate Forest Chenchu group, and six as Displaced Chenchu
group.
Among all the Chenchu participants (N=15), all the Deep Forest Chenchus (4
participants, 100%) and Displaced Chenchus (6 participants, 100%) emphasized that “Roads,
houses, electricity, water, lands” are essential for development, while only 40% of the
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Intermediate Forest Chenchu participants shared this view. “Education and jobs” was seen as a
development definition by all the participants in the Displaced Chenchu group, 80% of the
Intermediate Chenchu group, and 50% of the Deep Forest Chenchu group. “Health” was
recorded as development by 50% of the Deep Forest Chenchu, 20% of the Intermediate Forest
Chenchu, and not mentioned by any participant in the Displaced Chenchu group.
“Freedom” was seen as development by 25% of the Deep Forest Chenchu, 20% of the
Intermediate Forest Chenchu, and 17% of the Displaced Chenchu group. About 83% of the
Displaced Chenchu participants, 80% of the Intermediate Forest Chenchu informants, and 25%
of the Deep Forest Chenchu participants believed that “Livestock” was essential for
development. “Well-being” was discussed as development by all the participants in the
Intermediate Forest Chenchu group (100%), 50% of the Deep Forest Chenchu group, and by
only 17% of the participants in the Displaced Chenchu subgroup.
“Future expectations” was expressed as development only by the Intermediate Forest
Chenchu group (20%) and not by any other subgroups in the Chenchu group. Access to “Loans”
was presented as development by 50% of the Displaced Chenchu and 40% of the Intermediate
Forest Chenchu participants, and not by the Deep Forest Chenchu group. However, “Forest
protection” was discussed as development by only 17% of the Displaced Chenchu groups and
not by any other subgroups in the Chenchu group.
To elaborate on the codes, the terminologies that the Chenchu groups used to define these
development definitions are listed in the following Table 3.
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Table 3

Chenchu people’s development definitions: codes and terminology

Code
Roads, houses, land, electricity
Livestock
Education and jobs
Health
Freedom
Well-being

Loans
Forest Protection
Future expectations

Terminology
“Three fuses” of electricity; 5 acres of land, and a
borewell; House; Farming; Streetlights to avoid snake
bites; Proper houses; Agriculture development
10 Goats, 1 buffalo; Bulls for tilling; Bulls and
borewells; 2 Oxen
Employment, educated children; Proper schools;
education and job opportunities; Good jobs
Health; Medical facilities
Independence; Self-dependence; Freedom
Living together and happily; Everybody must talk to
each other; Houses must be clean; Children must
listen to parents; Husband and wife should be happy,
“there should be a goat in front of the house”, the men
should have a job to do; Respect
Money to buy rice
Forest is nurtured and not destroyed
Children should live better than us

These terminologies were derived from the direct translation of the Chenchu interview
transcriptions. Since the audio-recorded interviews were in Telugu, the native language of the
Chenchu, the translated version is presented in the table. These help in expounding the codes
used to define development by the Chenchu. For example, the descriptions “‘Three fuses’ of
electricity; 5 acres of land, 2 oxen, and a borewell; House, farming; Streetlights to avoid snake
bites; Agriculture development” were used by the informants when asked about how they
defined development. This description was coded as “Roads, houses, land, electricity, water”
under the “Development definitions” category in the qualitative analysis software. While
“Health” and “Well-being” have a close association, they were not grouped as a single code
because some of the informants described health as access to medical facilities for good health
and banning alcohol to curb alcoholism among the Chenchu, which would lead to Chenchu
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development. They described well-being as leading a good life with happiness and contentment.
In this view, a Deep Forest Chenchu participant (Male, 39 years) described development as
“Living together and happily is improvement of living conditions.” which can be associated to
“well-being” and not generally to “Health.” “Forest protection as development,” to mean
conservation practices, seems not so straightforward to comprehend as a development definition.
This was elaborated by a Deep Forest Chenchu participant (Male, 70-80 years) as, “Since we are
dependent on the forest, we have to ensure the forest is nurtured and not destroyed.”
Here, only a sample of the terminologies is presented. This is not a comprehensive list.
Also, the terminologies sometimes overlapped. For example, you see a mention of jobs in both
“Education and jobs” and “Well-being.”
Discourse analysis: Chenchu
These observations and terminologies provide an idea of the things that the Chenchu
people are emphasizing to define development. The Deep Forest Chenchu group indicated high
responses to “Roads, houses, land, electricity” as development. Intermediate responses were
collected for “Education & jobs,” “Health,” and “Well-being” and low responses “Livestock”
and “Freedom” as development. Some of the Deep Forest Chenchu people shared their
development definitions as:
“If the government provides livelihood necessities such as a pair of bulls, borewell, land,
we can take Chenchus toward development. The next thing is health. If health has to be
good, we need a good livelihood.” – Male, 34 years, Forest products gatherer
“We define development as education. Those who have education must get jobs. Those
who do not have education must have small businesses or agricultural land for their
livelihood.” – Male, 45 years
“Living together and happily is improvement of living conditions.” – Male, 39 years,
Laborer
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The Intermediate Forest Chenchu group highly agreed that “Well-being” was necessary for
development. Further, “Education & jobs” and “Livestock,” followed by “Loans” and “Roads,
houses, land, electricity” were emphasized. The group had low responses to “Health,”
“Freedom,” and “Future Expectations” as development. Only in this group, “Future
expectations” was recorded as a development definition. Some of their responses included:
“Everybody should be happy; everybody must talk to each other. We must have good
houses.” – Female, 60 years, Forest products gatherer
“If a person is educated and has enough wealth, he is developed. In our community, if
people are in good health, wear good clothes, stay clean, and eat good food, that’s
development.” – Male, 36 years, Contractor
“We don’t like going out and working for someone else. Going to the forest and
collecting and selling its produce is what we like even if the income from it is less. It
gives us happiness and freedom.” – Female, 32 years, Forest produce collector
The Displaced Chenchu group highly agreed that “Roads, houses, land, electricity” were
important for development. Moderate agreement was seen for “Loans” and low agreement for
“Health,” “Freedom,” and “Forest protection” as development. Only this group expressed
“Forest protection as development” as a development definition. Some of their views on
development included:
“We need roads, bridge to cross the canal, drinking water, pipelines, and toilets for
women. We don’t have these.” – Male, 45 years, Farmer
“We need houses for peace of mind. Women will be at home, not roam around. We need
water, electricity, agricultural land, and livestock. Only then it is development. We know
how to safeguard what is given to us, but we are happy with what we get.” – Female, 60
years, Forest products collector
“In the forest, we had some kind of freedom. There was no tension, stress, or grief.” –
Male, 28 years, Driver
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Development Definitions: Government and NGO
The perspectives of development, the logic behind the implementation of development
projects, the perceptions of Chenchu development were collected from the Government
representatives in ITDA, conservation officers in NSTR, and the local NGO workers during the
fieldwork. This section discusses the analysis and findings from the data collected. While coding
the interview transcriptions, all the emerging viewpoints related to development definitions of
the Government and NGO representatives were coded as: (i) Roads, houses, land, electricity, (ii)
Livestock, (iii) Education and jobs, (iv) Health, (v) Freedom, (vi) Well-being, (vii) Chenchu’s
awareness of Government projects, (viii) Chenchu’s rights over forest resources, (ix) Happiness,
and (x) Progressive thinking toward development. These codes belonged to the “Development
definitions” category. After retrieving the information on the number times a code was used, or
the Count, and the number of participants who believed in an idea that could be tagged to the
code, “Case,” from the codebook of the software, a graphical representation of the codes based
on the number of participants who shared a particular idea, or the “Case” count in the codebook,
was created as shown in the following Figure 7.
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Figure 7

Development definitions of Government and NGO representatives

During the fieldwork, I could interview five participants categorized as “ITDA” group
who worked at the Integrated Tribal Development Agency (ITDA) and held offices that served
and promoted Chenchu development in the Nallamala-Srisailam region. Three participants
working as conservation officials overlooking the protection and conservation of NSTR were
interviews and their interviews were grouped under the “NSTR” tag. The interviews of five
NGO workers collaborating with the ITDA and NSTR officials for development projects were
grouped as “NGO” for data analysis. Among all the Government and NGO participants (N=13),
all the ITDA and NSTR participants emphasized “Education and jobs” as development and only
three out of five (60%) NGO workers shared this view. “Roads, houses, land, electricity” were
defined as essential components for development by three (60%) ITDA representatives, three
(60%) NGO workers, and two (67%) NSTR officials. “Good health” was used as a development
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indicator by four (80%) ITDA participants, two (67%) NSTR informants, and three (60%) NGO
workers. Owning livestock for generating income and therefore economic development was
discussed as a development indicator under the “Livestock” code by only one participant (20%)
in the ITDA and one participant (20%) in the NGO sectors and none of the participants in the
NSTR group highlighted this factor.
“Freedom” was defined as development by three out of five (60%) NGO informants and
was not mentioned by the ITDA or NSTR participants. One participant each in the ITDA (20%)
and NGO (20%) groups mentioned that “Well-being” was an indicator of development; however,
this view was not opined by any of the NSTR participants. The Chenchu people’s awareness of
Government projects was highlighted as a development definition, included under the
“Awareness” or the Chenchu’s awareness of Government projects code, by only one participant
(20%) in the ITDA group. Chenchu’s forest rights over the forest resources, under the “Chenchu
rights over forest resources” was emphasized as Chenchu development by one participant (33%)
in the NSTR project, which facilitates the conservation of the Tiger Reserve. This viewpoint was
not mentioned by either the ITDA or the NGO workers. Being happy and lively was shared as a
development identifier, tagged under the “Happiness” code, by one participant (20%) in the
ITDA group and one (20%) in the NGO sector; however, this was not discussed by the NSTR
representatives. Two out of five (40%) participants in the NGO group expressed that progressive
thinking of people toward development was essential for development, which was coded as
“Progressive thinking toward development,” which was described by the participant as
“Approaching the doctors for medication; Going to the hospital for deliveries; Awareness,
confidence to talk and expressing their opinion,” and none of the participants in the NSTR or
ITDA groups shared this view.
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To elaborate on the codes, the terminologies that the Chenchu groups used to define these
development definitions are listed in the following Table 4.
Table 4

Government representatives’ development definitions: codes and terminology

Code
Roads, houses, land, electricity

Livestock
Education and Jobs

Health

Freedom
Well-being
Awareness (Chenchu awareness of
Government projects)

Happiness
Rights Over Resources
Progressive Thinking

Terminology
Roads and vehicle to reach their gudems, medical
facilities, power supply, and housing;
Employment; Fulfillment of the basic needs;
Drinking water
Cattle, cows, goats
Education is the main requirement; Education and
employment; Literacy levels to be improved;
Economic viability in the family; Girls must be
motivated to study; Income-generating activities
Medical facilities; Access to health; Medical
camps; Improving their health conditions; Free
health check-up; Anganwadi [Government’s
public health center]; Community health centers
Self-dependence; Self-reliant
Hygiene and sanitation; To be hygienic; Good
life; Wearing clean clothes, brushing hair,
brushing teeth
Chenchu must know the details of the projects;
Chenchu should be self-reliant and understand the
Government projects; They [Chenchu] must think
that development projects are for their own
development.
Happiness is the main objective; Find happiness
Rights over the natural resources; Right to live in
the forest; Allow the tribal people to decide
[about forest resources]
Approaching the doctors for medication; Going to
the hospital for deliveries; Awareness and
confidence to talk and express their [Chenchu]
opinion

These terminologies were derived from the direct translations of the Government and
NGO interview transcriptions. Since some of the audio-recorded interviews were in the local
language and some in English, the translated version is presented in the table. These help in
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describing the codes used to define development by the Government representatives and NGO.
For example, the descriptions “Medical facilities; access to health; medical camps; improving
their health conditions; free health check-up; Anganwadi [Government’s public health center];
community health centers,” were used by the informants when asked about how they defined
development. This description was coded as “Health” under the “Development definitions”
category in the qualitative analysis software. They defined “Progressive thinking” as
“Approaching the doctors for medication; Going to the hospital for deliveries; Awareness,
confidence to talk and expressing their opinion.” Again, the terminology list is only a sample of
the terminologies that were gathered for the codes and not a comprehensive list. Also, the
terminologies sometimes overlapped.
Discourse analysis: Government and NGO
These observations and terminologies provide an idea of the things that the Government
representatives and NGO workers are using to define development. The ITDA group’s highest
priorities were “Education & jobs” and “Health.” Their intermediate priority was “Roads,
houses, land, electricity.” Their least priorities were “Livestock,” “Well-being,” and
“Happiness.” A response unique to only this group was “Chenchu’s awareness of Government
projects.” Some of the ITDA authorities’ views on development were as follows:
“In my opinion, the most influential [thing] would be to give good education to the
Chenchus. If education is improved, they will have the change of thinking process.” –
Male, 45 years, ITDA official
“First, the girls must be motivated to study. Every family should be educated. The girls
should not be married off at early ages. Second, instead of roaming around the forest and
wasting time, they should start kitchen gardens and plants some vegetable and fruit
plants.” – Male, 56 years, Teacher in ITDA
“If have to educate the people. The children should be forcefully enrolled to schools.
Self-employment must be improved. We are giving infrastructure to them. But there is no
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desire to improve. They should think that we must be educated. We must counsel them
and ensure they don't drink.” – Female, 40 years, Executive engineer
The NSTR group’s highest priority was “Education & jobs” Their intermediate priorities were
“Roads, houses, land, electricity” and “Health.” Their least priorities were “Livestock,”
“Freedom,” and “Happiness.” Only in this group, “Chenchu’s rights over forest resources” was
recorded as a development definition. Some of their responses included:
“When literacy is improved, then they'll come forward to put their problems or any
requirement. They can express freely for their requirement.” – Male, 59 years, Forest
Officer
“From my perspective, development of a community involves the development of its
surroundings too. The local community needs to be given rights over the natural
resources.” – Male, 48 years, Forest Officer
“The main thing is housing. They need a good house where they can feel protected, good
education for the children, medical facilities all through, and clean drinking water. Water
is a scarce resource.” – Male, 41 years, Forest Officer
The NGO group’s highest priorities were “Roads, houses, land, electricity,” “Education,”
“Health,” and “Freedom.” Their intermediate priorities were “Progressive thinking toward
development.” Their lowest priorities were “Livestock,” “Well-being,” and “Happiness.” Some
of their ideas of development included:
“It’s [development] a journey from the existing condition to a better condition. If they
[Chenchu] transition to a better stage and find happiness there is development. Common
needs such as food for 3 times, clothes, shelter. If a person doesn't depend on others for
these basic needs, that is development.” – Female, 44 years, NGO worker
“When we move from the existing state to a better condition, we can estimate
development based on the change that has happened. Self-dependence, value and respect
in the society, education to the children” – Male, 42 years, Area Team Leader
“Self-reliant and self-supportive. People participatory development is important.
Awareness, confidence to talk and expressing their opinion is development too.” – Male,
63 years, Social worker
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These observations and terminologies provide an idea of the things that the Chenchu people are
emphasizing to define development.
Comparison of Development Definitions: Chenchu Versus Government and NGO
In this section, the development definition codes that were found in the codebooks of
both the Chenchu and the Government and NGO groups are compared and analyzed. First, the
common definitions, or the codes mentioned by at least one subgroup in both the Chenchu and
the Government and NGO groups, are discussed. For example, “Freedom” was expressed as
development definition in both the Chenchu and Government and NGO groups although by all
the subgroups of the Chenchu groups and only by the NGO subgroup of Government and NGO
group. The codes that were found in both the Chenchu and Government and NGO groups were
“Roads, houses, land, electricity,” “Livestock,” “Education and jobs,” “Health,” “Freedom,” and
“Well-being.”
Later, the outliers, or the codes expressed by at least one subgroup in either the Chenchu
group or the Government and NGO group but not common to both groups, are discussed. For
example, the code “Loans” is found only in the subgroups of the Chenchu group and not in any
of the subgroups of the Government and NGO group. Again, “Happiness” was found only in the
subgroups of the Government and NGO group and not in any of the Chenchu subgroups. The
codes “Future expectations,” “Loans,” and “Forest protection” were unique to the Chenchu
group only and these are called “Chenchu outliers.” The codes “Awareness (Chenchu awareness
on Government projects),” “Forest rights,” “Happiness,” and “Progressive thinking” were
expressed only in the Government and NGO group and these are called “Government and NGO
outliers.” The following Table 5 shows all the common definitions and the outliers in
development definitions of the Chenchu and the Government and NGO groups.
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Table 5

List of common definitions and outliers of the Chenchu and the Government and
NGO groups

Such an analysis will help the reader in understanding what ideas are promoted as
development by a group and also the mismatches in definitions between the Chenchu people and
the Government representatives including the NGO workers.
Common Development Definitions: the Chenchu and the Government and NGO
The common codes denoting development definitions that were found in both the
Chenchu and the Government and NGO groups were “Roads, houses, land, electricity,”
“Livestock,” “Education and jobs,” “Health,” “Freedom,” and “Well-being.” The responses of
the participants, belonging to a subgroup, toward a development definition are presented in the
following Figure 8.
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Figure 8

Common development definitions: Chenchu and the Government and NGO

Although there is commonality at the group level (Chenchu and Government and NGO
groups), there are high, moderate, and low agreements on defining development when it comes
to the subgroup level (Deep Forest Chenchu, Intermediate Forest Chenchu, Displaced Chenchu,
ITDA, NSTR, and NGO).
There are visible variations where one subgroup does not express an idea as development
at all. “Roads, houses, land, electricity” and “Education and jobs” were expressed in high
agreement by all the groups. There is moderate agreement between the subgroups for “Health,”
which is emphasized by the Government group and less by the Chenchu group, and “Freedom,”
which is espoused both by the Chenchu and NGO groups. While “Livestock” and “Well-being”
are highlighted by the Chenchu subgroups, they are in low agreement with the Government and
NGO subgroups.
In the following subsections, the common development definitions at varying agreements
between the Chenchu and the Government and NGO groups are discussed.
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High agreement: “Roads, houses, land, electricity”
Some of the basic needs for a better living condition were defined by the participants as
roads for commuting, houses, land for agriculture, and electricity. Some participants also
mentioned water facilities and sanitation as basic requirements.

Figure 9

Chenchu, and Government and NGO responses on “Roads, houses, land, electricity”

In Figure 9, it can be understood that roads, houses, land, electricity, water, and other basic
facilities were important for development to the Deep Forest Chenchu and Displaced Chenchu
subgroups as all the participants (100%) responded to this code. All the subgroups of the
Government and NGO group too shared this view but only between 60% and 67%. Only 40% of
the Intermediate Forest Chenchu participants responded to this code as a development definition.
From the available data, it can be concluded that the Deep Forest Chenchu and the
Displaced Chenchus were focused on these facilities more than the Intermediate Forest Chenchu
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people. Also, although the Government representatives believed that these basic facilities are
necessary, not all participants shared the same idea. So, it can be implied that there is a
discrepancy between the Government and NGO and Chenchu groups regarding the provisions of
basic facilities and their expectations.
High agreement: “Education and jobs”
All the participants believed education and jobs were necessary for development. The
following analysis will discuss each group’s emphasis on gaining education and achieving jobs.
Many Chenchu people and Government representatives believed that education and jobs were
important for development. They also expressed that a good education increases the chances of
getting good jobs and therefore leads to good living conditions.

Figure 10

Chenchu, and Government and NGO responses on “Education and jobs”
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From the figure, it can be derived that all the participants in the Displaced Chenchu,
ITDA, and NSTR believed that education and jobs were important. About 80% of the
Intermediate Forest Chenchus, 60% of the NGO participants, and 50% of the Deep Forest
respondents shared this thought. We can also get an idea of how location of a person can be an
indicator of his or her needs. Since the Displaced Chenchu (100%) and the Intermediate Forest
Chenchu (80%) people are closer to the towns, they might have experienced a necessity of
education and jobs, while only 50% of the Deep Forest Chenchu participants expressed such a
need. To substantiate, an Intermediate Forest Chenchu participant expressed the importance of
education and jobs as:
“A job is very important. For example, if a man has completed his degree-level studies,
he gets the job. He is respected because he has a job. Isn’t it all because of education?” –
Male, 36 years, Intermediate Forest Chenchu
“Our children should be better than us. We came here for our children. They should earn
good jobs.” – Male, 70-80 years, Displaced Chenchu
When asked “On what basis do you prioritize the solving of the problems of the Chenchu
people?” an ITDA representative (Female, 40 years, Engineer) said that education takes the first
priority and then comes everything else.
Moderate agreement: “Health”
Both the Government and NGO and the Chenchu groups believed that good health is
important for development. In the Chenchu group, good health was expressed using the terms
“health; medical facilities [to keep a person in good health condition]” and “being energetic” and
“free of diseases,” per my fieldnotes. The terminology used by the Government and NGO
representatives to define health was “Medical facilities; access to health; medical camps;
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improving their health conditions; free health check-up; Anganwadi [Government’s public health
center]; community health centers.”

Figure 11

Chenchu, and Government and NGO responses on “Health”

Health was given the highest priority by the ITDA representatives (80%) and the NGO workers
(60%) in the Government and NGO group and the Deep Forest Chenchu in the Chenchu group.
Again, since the Displaced Chenchu and the Intermediate Forest Chenchu were closer to the
towns and were able to access hospitals and medical facilities, it can be implied that healthcare
was not really prioritized in comparison with the Deep Forest Chenchu who had almost no
access to healthcare facilities owing to their location. This view was substantiated by the Deep
Forest respondent as:
“Imagine a man is taught driving and a car is given to him. The car can be used to lead
his livelihood and also to take our patients to the hospitals. The family will develop. Isn’t
that development?” – Male, 34 years, Deep Forest Chenchu
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It can be concluded that highest priority to health was given by the ITDA representatives in the
Government and NGO group and the Deep Forest Chenchu in the Chenchu group.
Moderate agreement: “Freedom”
Freedom was addressed as a definition of development in all the Chenchu groups by only
one participant in each group. The terms used to define freedom by the Government and NGO
group are “self-dependence” and “self-reliant.” “Independence,” “self-dependence,” and
“freedom” were used by the Chenchu group to define freedom.

Figure 12

Chenchu, and Government and NGO responses on “Freedom”

In this context, a Displaced Chenchu participant said:
“Definitely! In the forest, we had some kind of freedom. There is no tension, stress, or
grief. There is no dependency. “adavilo eena pedathadane aasha undadhu, aaina
kodathadane bhayam undadhu” [In the forest, there is no expectation that this person is
going take care or fear that that person will hit us.] Freedom is development for us.” –
Male, 28 years, Displaced Chenchu
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While at least one participant in the Chenchu subgroups recognized freedom as a necessity for
development, in the Government and NGO group, only the NGO group (60%) shared this view.
Low agreement: “Livestock”
Livestock was an important requirement for the Chenchu people for sustainable living.
The livestock included cows, goats, oxen, chicken, and buffaloes. Their produce was used both
for dairy purposes and meat from goats.

Figure 13

Chenchu, and Government and NGO responses on “Livestock”

From Figure 13, it can be implied that livestock in the form of cattle, goats, bulls, and
cows was a priority for development to both the Intermediate Forest Chenchu and Displaced
Chenchu subgroups as there were 80% and 83% respondents in each group, respectively,
compared to the lesser responses of the Deep Forest Chenchu (25%), ITDA (20%), and NGO
(0%) group responses.
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From the fieldnotes and interviews, it was learned that the Intermediate Forest Chenchu
and Displaced Chenchu needed cattle for income-generating activities and subsistence living;
whereas, for the Deep Forest Chenchu, although cattle were a necessity, there was also the threat
of attack from wild animals in the forest regions. This was learned during the participant
observation and informal discussions. Also, since the NGO emphasized health and well-being
(see Figure 8), perhaps owning cattle or livestock was seen not as essential for development.
Low agreement: “Well-being”
The Government and NGO group’s terminology for “Well-being” was “Hygiene and
sanitation; to be hygienic; good life; wearing clean clothes, brushing hair, brushing teeth” and the
Chenchu terminology was “Living together and happily; everybody must talk to each other;
houses must be clean; children must listen to us; husband and wife should be happy, there should
be a goat in front of the house, the men should have a job to do; respect.”

Figure 14

Chenchu, and Government and NGO responses on “Well-being”
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In this regard, all the participants in the Intermediate Forest Chenchu group regarded “Wellbeing” as an indicator of development while only one participant in each of the Displaced
Chenchu, ITDA, and NGO groups thought “well-being” as a definition for development.
However, none of the participants in the NSTR group mentioned well-being for development.
When asked how they defined development, some of the responses were:
“Living together and happily is improvement of living conditions.” – Male, 39 years,
Deep Forest Chenchu
“Well-being is development. Husband and wife should be happy, there should be a goat
in front of the house, the men should have a job to do.” – Female, 32 years, Forest
produce collector
“But, we have to develop everything beginning with culture. We include hygiene and
sanitation.” – Male, 58 years, ITDA official
Figure 14 shows that only the Intermediate Forest Chenchu group completely believe well-being
is an indicator of development while the rest of the groups moderately emphasize it.
Outliers in Development Definitions
In this section, the codes that were unique to a particular group and not found common to
both groups are discussed as outliers. In total, eight outliers were found. The outliers in the
Chenchu group were “Future Expectations,” “Loans,” and “Forest protection as development.”
The outliers in the Government and NGO group were “Chenchu’s awareness of Government
projects,” “Chenchu rights over forest resources,” “Happiness,” and “Progressive thinking
toward development.” These are shown as a graphical representation in the following Figure 15.
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Figure 15

Total outliers: Chenchu, and Government and NGO

In the following sections, the outliers specific to each group are discussed. Such a
discussion helps in learning the development definitions specific to one group and also analyzing
what the group believes in regarding development. Also, if there are mismatches or discrepancies
in the occurrence of a code in only one group and not in the other, the causes for these
mismatches can also be investigated in future studies.
Chenchu outliers
The outliers specific to the Chenchu group were “Future expectations,” “Loans,” and
“Forest protection as development.” These were expressed as development definitions by both
the Intermediate Forest Chenchu and Displaced Chenchu subgroups.
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Figure 16

Chenchu groups’ outliers

The Chenchu terminologies for “Future expectations” included “Children should live
better than us.” The expectation that the future of the Chenchu children must be different or
better than the existing living condition, which was expressed as not very good condition during
the interviews, was included as a development definition. Only the Intermediate Forest Chenchu
people identified this aspect. However, this group has four female (80%) respondents out of five.
Therefore, there is also a possibility of bias in their overall conclusion.
Loans are provided by the Government to the Chenchu people if they want to set up small
businesses, invest in agriculture, or begin any income-generating occupation. The sanctions of
loans would help the Chenchu people to invest in these activities and thus seek economic
development. Therefore, access to loans was defined as a development definition. “Loans” were
expressed as development identifier by both the Intermediate Forest Chenchu and the Displaced
Chenchu groups and not by any other group. It can be understood that the two groups, due to
their proximity to the towns and cities, would require loans for income-generating investments.
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As the Chenchu people live close to the forest and some of them depend on forest
produce for subsistence living, the forest and its protection is important to them. Only one
participant in the Displaced Chenchu group expressed development as “Forest protection.” In
this regard, the participant said:
“We collect only what we want from the forest without chopping the trees. We use what
we get and the rest we sell it to GCC. Since we are dependent on the forest, we have to
ensure the forest is nurtured and not destroyed. That’s development too.” – Male, 75
years, Displaced Chenchu
Government and NGO outliers
The outliers in the Government and NGO group were “Awareness (Chenchu’s awareness
of Government projects),” “Forest rights (Chenchu rights over forest resources),” “Happiness,”
and “Progressive thinking.”

Figure 17

Government and NGO group’s outliers

Only one participant in the ITDA group expressed that the Chenchu people must be
aware of the Government’s development projects and this would lead to their development,
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which was coded as “Awareness (Chenchu’s awareness on Government projects).” When asked
what words they would use to define development, the participant said:
“Chenchu must know the details of the projects. Implementation of facilities,
understanding the Chenchu. Chenchu should be self-reliant, understand the Government
projects, they must think that development projects are for their own development.” –
Male, 58 years, ITDA
Only one participant in the NSTR group opined that “Chenchu’s rights over resources” was a
development definition. To the question “What words would you use to define development,”
the participant said:
“From my perspective, development of a community involves the development of its
surroundings too. The local community needs to be given rights over the natural
resources. The people have to be divided into ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’ of the natural
resources.” –Male, 48 years, NSTR
“Happiness” was regarded as development by one out of the five NGO respondents (20%) and
one out of three NSTR informants (33%). The terminology used to define this code was
“Happiness is the main objective; find happiness.” In total, two out of 13 participants (15%) in
the Government section believed happiness is a form of development. However, this was not
mentioned in any of the Chenchu subgroups. Also, “Well-being” was mentioned by all the
Chenchu groups and therefore can be implied that happiness was also important for the Chenchu
and they associated it to Freedom in their terminology, which means happiness was freedom for
the Chenchu.
“Progressive thinking” was indicated as development by only one participant out of five
NGO workers (40%) and not by any other subgroups. The NGO worker elaborated this
perspective as:
“Those who were not going to the hospital are now going to hospital for medicine.
Earlier, they used to depend on herbal medicine from the forest. Approaching the doctors
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for medication is development. Women used to have deliveries at home, which would
result in complications. Going to the hospital for deliveries is development. Earlier, they
used to live in huts, which had the threat of snakes and wild animals. After RDT [local
NGO], they have pukka houses. Good houses too is development.” – Male, 48 years,
NGO

Conclusion
From this analysis, it can be concluded that while some development definitions of the
Chenchu and the Government representatives match, there are some that are unique to only a few
groups.
Other Fieldwork Findings
Apart from the development definitions, there were other findings on the topics of
displacement, conservation, Chenchu-Government and NGO relationship, Chenchu problems,
and the Government’s development plans. There were also perspectives on the limitations to
Chenchu development. These views will be helpful to reason the development definitions in
some way and also provide a basic understanding of the conservation-displacement-development
interactions. The topics discussed in the following are listed as:
•

•

•

Perspectives on Conservation
o “Forest as a Necessity”
o “Tiger Protection”
o “Forest as Mother [for Chenchu]
Perspectives on Displacement
o “Against Displacement”
o “For Displacement”
Chenchu-Government Relationship: Chenchu Problems and Government’s Development
Projects
o Government’s Development Plans
o Chenchu Problems with the Government and NGO
o Chenchu’s appreciation for Government and NGO projects
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o Limitations to Chenchu Development: Perspectives by Government and NGO
Representatives
Perspectives on Conservation
While some Chenchu people live in the deep and interior regions of the Nallamala forest,
some live on the fringes of the forest and some closer to the towns. However, the Chenchu
people are closely associated with the forest and nature. They regularly go to the forest to collect
forest products for subsistence living. In this section, the perspectives of both the Government
and NGO representatives and the Chenchu people on forest protection, forest resources
conservation, and the Chenchu affiliation to the forest are analyzed. The codes used to tag the
Chenchu perspectives on conservation, forest products, and tiger protection were “Forest as a
necessity,” “Tiger Protection,” “Forest as mother [for Chenchu],” respectively. In the following,
each code is discussed to get a deeper insight into the Chenchu ideas on conservation. The
percentages of participant responses to these views are shown in the following Figure 18.
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Figure 18

Ratings of Chenchu and Government and NGO groups’ perspectives on
conservation

“Forest as a necessity”
Of all the Chenchu groups, 73% of the participants responded that the Nallamala forest
was a necessity for them for forest produce collection and were dependent on the forest. In total,
61% of the Government and NGO participants shared the same view as the Chenchu on this
topic. Some of the interview excerpts are as follows:
“Of course, we are dependent on the forest. We are there by the forest. Because the
government isn’t doing anything, we are dependent on the forest. For example, there are
jaanakai [a type of berries], we need them because it’s our food. We need all the fruits of
the forest. We get rice only now. The people who were living in the forest since ages
would not get any rice. They used to eat the fruits, roots, leaves, and tubers. Only recently
we have come to a more advanced position in terms of food and comfort.” – Male, 34
years, Deep Forest Chenchu
“Not only forest products, both flora and fauna, both living and non-living. Their main
occupation is hunting. They eat meat, prepare intoxicating drinks out of mahua trees.
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They eat tubers and honey too. They depend on those things for consumption and
livelihood.” –Male, 41 years, NSTR
A majority of the Chenchu people believed that the Nallamala forest was a necessity to them.
“Tiger protection [by Chenchu]”
Among the Chenchu people, 46% said tigers were protected by the Chenchus and 30% of
the Government and NGO group said the Chenchu people protected tigers. Their views are as
follows:
“The tigers roam around! The tigers, bears, and other animals co-exist with us. We are
together. Isn’t it because of our ancestors that the forest is alive?” – Female, 57 years,
Intermediate Forest Chenchu
“But, we have a relationship with the tigers. Because we roam around in the forest, we
can tell where the tiger is. If we move to the town, how will you know where the tigers
are? If it around, it signals us that it’s there. It says “Ahhhmmmm” and we’ll know.
That’s an indication that we must go away. We are scared too. The bears are more
dangerous, it attacks us, but the tiger isn’t like that.” – Female, 57 years, Intermediate
Forest Chenchu
“They [the Chenchu] don't harm the tigers. In fact, the tigers are protected because of the
Chenchu. The poaching and smuggling are controlled by the Chenchu presence.” – Male,
56 years, ITDA
“Forest as mother [for Chenchu]”
“Forest as mother” was used to describe how the Chenchu people symbolically
considered the Nallamala forest as their mother. “Mother” holds a place of high respect among
the Indian sentiments and therefore referred to anything that is regarded respectful (Rao 1999).
Among the Chenchu, 20% used the phrase “Forest is our mother” in their interviews and 15% of
the NGO participants said that the Chenchu considered the forest as their “mother.” Some
discussions are as follows:
“Yes. The forest is like my mother. I won’t say anything more than this.” – Male, 39
years, Deep Forest Chenchu
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“They want to live in a pollution-free environment, and we want to respect it. There is a
saying in Telugu Kanna oodru kanna thallilantidi [homeland is like own mother]. I have
seen many people who are living outside but still go to forest every day to feel the
environment.” – Male, 45 years, NGO
Therefore, it can be concluded that there is close relationship between the Chenchu and the forest
owing to their proximity to the forest, their attachment to the forest and nature, and also for
dependence on forest products for subsistence living.
Perspectives on Displacement
Displacement was one of the major themes of this research as the Chenchu are in various
stages of displacement, which impacts their livelihood. While some Chenchu felt that
displacement from the forest was good for their future owing to changing times and
development, some did not agree with it. In the following, viewpoints of the Government and
NGO workers and the Chenchu people on Chenchu displacement from the forest are analyzed.
The participants’ views supporting displacement or opposing displacement were elicited from
the interviews and tagged under the codes “Against displacement” and “For displacement.” The
percentages of participant responses to these views are shown in the following Figure 19.
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Figure 19

Ratings of Chenchu and Government and NGO groups’ perspectives on
displacement

“For Displacement”
Although displacement is an on-going process and people are in various stages of
displacement, the opinions on displacement were varied. In total, 20% of the Chenchu
participants and 23% of the Government and NGO representatives were supportive of the idea of
displacing people from the forest.
The discussion on Chenchu identity came up many times during the interviews. The
interview question “Do you think there has been an improvement in the living conditions of the
Chenchu people since their displacement?” posed to both the Chenchu and the Government and
NGO groups gathered responses that indicated a gradual change in the Chenchu identity due to
displacement. One respondent (Male, 63 years, Social worker) said, “When the displaced
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Chenchu see the others, then their life also changes.” and broadly referred it to “Sanskritization”
(Srinivas 1956) where the migrant communities begin to gain the identity of the host community
and thus gradually merge into the mainstream society. This observation by the NGO respondent
was substantiated by the Chenchu respondent who said,
“We are learning how to be clean. In the past, if we had to go to hospital, we used to be
scare. The doctors used to be scared to touch us to examine. They were worried what
would happen to them if they touched us. Now, they make us sit next to them and
examine.” – Female, 55 years, Intermediate Forest Chenchu
In this vein, a Displaced Chenchu participant (Male, 75 years) said, “Maarithene maanavudu
[human being is all about change].”
Those who believed that displacement was good and improved their existing conditions said the
following:
“We are living in good condition here. We are educating our children. We can go to
hospitals for treatment. We don’t have anything in the forest. We have come here about
10 years back” – Male, 75 years, Displaced Chenchu
“I'm not very sure as it took place long back when I was not there. And, whatever has
been [said to be] displaced, is not really displaced. So, I would say the if displacement is
done in a proper way, it helps the living conditions.” – Male, 41 years, Forest Officer
From this analysis, it can be concluded that a majority of the Chenchu people do not support
displacement or the impact of displacement on their lives while the majority of the Government
and NGO workers support displacement of the Chenchu people from the forest.

“Against Displacement”
In total, 87% of the Chenchu had their views against displacement from the forest and 46% of
the Government and NGO respondents had the same views. They said:
“Going to the towns and living in the towns may be good but there may not be the things
we need. The peace and serenity that we have here may not be available in the towns. If
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in case we fall sick, just by breathing the air here we are cured. We don’t like the smell
there and the air there. That’s why we live in the forest.” – Male, 34 years, Deep Forest
Chenchu
“Their [the Chenchu] health has depleted due to change in their environment. They
should live in the forest and be provided basic facilities.” – Male, 36 years, ITDA
(Coordinator between Chenchu and ITDA)

Relationship Between Chenchu People and Government and NGO Representatives
Although this thesis discusses the development definitions of the Chenchu and the
Government and NGO representatives, discussions on the Chenchu and Government relationship
gave a context to their definitions. Therefore, in this section, the various development projects
that the Government and NGO have implemented, the Chenchu people’s problems and their
grievances about the Government’s implementation of its projects and their appreciation for
some of the projects, and finally, the Government and NGO’s thoughts the limitations to the
Chenchu development in the region are discussed.
Government’s development priorities
The Government and NGO representatives also discussed some of their development
priorities toward Chenchu development. These views were elicited from the overall responses to
the interview question: “On what basis do you prioritize the solving of the problems of the
Chenchu people?”
In the figure, the codes “Responsibility toward Chenchu in NSTR,” “Sustainable
agriculture,” “Basic facilities,” and so on belonged to the “Government development projects”
category and the number of times a code appeared during coding is entered against the code. For
example, “Responsibility toward Chenchu in NSTR – 23%” means across all the Government
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and NGO interview transcriptions, the occurrence of the code “Responsibility toward Chenchu in
NSTR” was 23%.

Figure 20

Government’s development priorities

As seen in the figure, the Government and NGO informants placed more emphasis on
improving the conditions of medical facilities (62%) and Education (46%) to the Chenchu
people. They responded least to providing basic amenities (15%) or Chenchu participation in
development (23%) and sustainable agriculture (23%).
Chenchu people’s problems with Government
During the fieldwork, many problems of the Chenchu people with the Government were
discussed. Their responses were recorded and jotted down to present the issues that the Chenchu
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people are facing with the Government. This data helps in not only analyzing the ChenchuGovernment relationships but also in formulating policies by taking necessary action to curb
these problems. In the following Figure 21, problems discussed by the Chenchu people with the
Government’s projects, their implementation, and the people’s opinion on the Government and
NGO are presented. From these questions, the problems that they encountered were emerged
during the interviews for the questions “Give an example of any development projects that you
feel have improved your living condition,” “What are the common problems you face in your
daily life [regarding the Government],” “Do you think the ITDA representatives or conservation
officers can help in alleviating these problems,” and so on. In the table, the codes “Corruption,”
“Government policies – frequent transfers of Government officials,” “Unkept promises,” and so
on belonged to the “Chenchu Problems” category and the number of times a code appeared in the
coding is entered against the code. For example, Corruption – 13% means across all the Chenchu
interview transcriptions, the occurrence of the code “Corruption” was 13%.
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Figure 21

Ratings of Chenchu people’s problems with Government

As seen in the table, the greatest grievance of the Chenchu people were “Government
doesn’t care” about them (80%) and no access to development (67%). Poor Government
facilities (40%) and paperwork (40%) were also recorded as the problems faced by the Chenchu
people. Although corruption (13%) in the Government departments and lack of trust (13%) in
Government’s development works were recorded a smaller number of times, it must not be
considered that they do not exist or insignificant.
Chenchu people’s appreciation for Government and NGO projects
During the interviews, the Chenchu participants rated some of the Government projects,
in collaboration with the NGO, as being beneficial to them and have impacted in improving their
existing conditions. These included provision to education, construction of schools, provisions
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for loans, implementation of borewells as water facilities. The following list summarizes the
responses of the Chenchu people acknowledging Government projects.
•

Deep Forest Chenchu (50%): Government and NGO had provided them livestock, solar
lamps, and borewells for water.

•

Intermediate Forest Chenchu (60%): Government and NGO had helped them in
addressing their grievances, in spreading awareness on making positive changes to
existing living conditions for better progress, and in developing skills that can be used for
finding jobs or higher education.

•

Displaced Chenchu (67%): The participants in this group reported that they were aware
of the Government and NGO’s provisions to education, agricultural lands, electricity,
health, and free meals for school children in Government-run schools.

Some of the views of the Chenchu appreciating the Government projects were:
Earlier, it was difficult. We had not access to hospitals. We had to take pregnant women
in a jola. Now, we are doing okay by the government. – Male, 45 years, Displaced
Chenchu
“Because of Indira Gandhi [former Prime Minister of India], compared to our past, we
were given rights, loans, schools, houses, and land. We realized that we too have rights. It
is somewhat good between the government and the people.” – Female, 55 years,
Intermediate Forest Chenchu
“In this year, we have got a bit of help. To some 10 houses they have given 4-5 lambs
and goats. Around 10 years ago, we got around 10 solar panels.” – Male, 39 years, Deep
Forest Chenchu
Therefore, it can be concluded that while there are some problems with the Government projects,
the Chenchu have also recognized and appreciated the Government’s work in developing them.
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Limitations to Chenchu people’s development: Perspectives by Government and NGO
representatives
During the interviews, the perspectives of the Government and NGO workers on the
limitations or the challenges of the Chenchu people to access development emerged. The
representatives discussed elaborately on these limitations and addressed them as hindrances for
Chenchu development. A number of factors were recorded associated to this topic. The
perspectives of Government and NGO representatives on the limitations to Chenchu
development are listed in the following Figure 22. In the figure, the limitations are listed against
the percentage of responses gathered from both the Government representatives and NGO
workers.

Figure 22

Limitations to Chenchu development as observed by Government and NGO
representatives
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The biggest challenge for Chenchu people to access development was recorded as
“Chenchus not mingling with ‘mainstream’ society” by 69% of all the participants belonging to
the Government and NGO group. About 54% of the participants responded that “Less access to
development due to remote living,” “Inadequacy of development projects,” “Chenchu attitudes,”
and “Alcoholism” are a hindrance for Chenchu people to develop. “Poor Government facilities,”
“Lack of skills for Chenchu people to work, ”and “Forest restrictions” were recognized as a
hindrance to development for the Chenchu people by 31% of the Government and NGO
participants. However, “Chenchu against education,” “Anemic Chenchu women,” “Repetition of
services,” and “Beliefs in superstitions” were also identified as deterrents to the development of
the Chenchu people by the participants as shown in Figure 22. Although these issues were less
noted or discussed by the development authorities, they are important aspects to be considered
during the planning or implementation of development projects.
Both the Chenchu people, in the “Chenchu Problems with Government” section as their
problems with Government projects, and the Government and NGO representatives, in this
section as their views on the limitations of Chenchu development, presented common factors as
problems to overall the development of the Chenchu people. These factors included
“Corruption” (13% of Chenchu and 38% of Government and NGO participants), “Government
doesn’t care” (80% of Chenchu and 31% of Government and NGO participants), “No access to
development” (67% of Chenchu and 31% of Government and NGO participants), and “Lack of
trust” (13% of Chenchu and 23% of Government and NGO participants).
In an effort to comprehend the Chenchu-Government relationship, the following
interview discussion would help: a Displaced Chenchu participant (Male, 45 years) said, “The
government is doing good. It is providing mid-day meals in schools for our children” but later in
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the interview he said, “But we don’t get any jobs for our gudem [settlement/habitation] people.
Nobody cares.” When asked whether displacement from the forest has helped the Chenchu, the
participant appreciated the Government projects for providing houses and helping them. Yet,
when it comes to providing jobs, he opined that the Government has been negligent, which is the
cause for the Chenchu to think that the Government doesn’t care for them. Here, the Government
is valued based on the fulfilment of the Chenchu needs. Therefore, it can be implied that the
Chenchu’s perspective of the Government is based on their experience and informed decisions.
Further, an NGO worker shared his views on the Chenchu-Government relationship as:
“The thing is, the facilities are given to people [by the Government] who have already got
them. There is a lot of repetition of providing facilities. They [Government development
representatives] are aware that people don't trust them. If the Government is sensing that
there’s a mistrust, it’d work for their improvement.”
– Male, 42 years, NGO
This is an interesting factor where repetition of facilities is also a cause of non-uniform
development. In the following, some of the discrepancies noted from the study are discussed.
An ITDA participant said:
“There are more problems with the Forest Department due to their restrictions. If outside
the forest area, development is better. Transportation facilities are bad. In ITDA,
manpower for education [teachers] aren't there. The value of education is least known.
There is no motivation for children to study. Unemployment is a problem too.” – Male,
56 years, ITDA
Here, the Government representative, who is a teacher, says the transportation facilities are poor,
there are no teachers in schools, and the motivation for studies for the Chenchu is low. But, one
of the prominent definitions of development by the Chenchu is education, as observed in the data
from the Chenchu interviews.
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Conclusion
It can be concluded that most of the Chenchu people believed that the Government does
not pay attention to their needs. However, the existing Government projects are more focused on
improving literacy and medical conditions rather than providing the Chenchu people basic
facilities or employment that could help them in economic development to alleviate poverty. If
the Government takes effective measures to curb these, then the Government’s development
projects can yield good results.
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CHAPTER VI
QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
Russell Bernard (2017, 452) says that while quantitative analysis sometimes reduces
people (or their opinions) to numbers, qualitative analysis reduces them to words, actions, or
artifacts. The qualitative analysis was based on the emerging themes and coding from the
interviews; however, the responses to the quantitative questions are more direct and explicit,
which can be quantifiable. The aim of the quantitative analysis was to learn overall opinion of
the Chenchu and the Government and NGO subgroups on the socioeconomic development,
effectiveness of development projects, relationship between the Chenchu people and the
Government representatives including the NGO workers, and living conditions in the future.
Both the Chenchu and the Government and NGO groups’ question guides (see
Appendixes A and C for English and Appendixes B and D for Telugu) included four 5-point
Likert-type scale questions. Both groups were asked the same questions to learn the similarities
and differences in their opinions, which would help in analyzing the living conditions . The
Likert scale consisted five options: Very Poor (1), Poor (2), Fair (3), Good (4), and Excellent (5)
for the respondents to choose to the four questions. The questions were designed to rate: (i) the
existing socio-economic development of the Chenchu people living in the research area; (ii) the
effectiveness of the development projects toward improving the Chenchu living conditions; (iii)
the relationship between the Government and the people; and (iv) how the existing living
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conditions of the Chenchu people would change in the future. During the formal, audio-recorded
interviews, the responses to the questions were recorded and written down on the hard copy of
the question guide. Each response was designated a number: Very Poor = 1, Poor = 2, Fair = 3,
Good = 4, and Excellent = 5.
While some of the data analyzed during the qualitative analysis is similar to the data that
is analyzed in the quantitative analysis, such as learning the opinion of participants on the
Chenchu-Government relationship, there is some data that is only analyzed in the quantitative
section, such as the socioeconomic development of the Chenchu people, the existing living
conditions of the Chenchu people, and their opinions on the future living conditions of the
Chenchu people in the research area. For the quantitative analysis, the responses in numbers
were tabulated against the respondent’s subgroup and the respective question. Figure 23 shows
the table that was created this way.
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Figure 23

Responses (in numbers) to all quantitative questions from all subgroups

For each question, first, the mathematical Mean or the average score, the Mode or the
frequently occurring score, and the Median or the middle score of the responses were calculated
for the responses of all the participants (N=28) combined. These values provided a fair idea of
the overall combined opinion of the all the participants in the study. The Mann-Whitney U test, a
non-parametric test to find differences between two groups on a single, ordinal variable with no
specific distribution (McKnight and Julius 2010), was conducted to find any significant
differences in the responses to each question between the Chenchu (N=15) and the Government
and NGO (N=13) groups, by using the IBM SPSS Statistics Version 26 software. Further, for
each question, the overall response of the subgroup was derived by calculating the Mean value of
the responses. The variation within the subgroup to the overall response that was determined by
the Mean value was estimated by calculating the standard deviation (SD) of the responses.
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The overall opinion of the subgroup was determined based on the Mean value. For
example, if the value was between 1 and 2, the overall opinion was considered to be between
Very Poor and Poor; to be more specific, if the mean value was less than 1.5 or the midpoint, the
subgroup’s overall opinion was considered as Very Poor, which has a scalar value of 1, and if the
mean value was more than 1.5, the opinion was determined as Poor, which has a scalar value of
2. In this way, the Mean values were used to determine the subgroup’s opinion. If the SD value
was less than one-third the corresponding Mean value, the variance in the group was considered
as “Low,” the variance was considered “High” if the SD value was more than one-third the Mean
value, and “Moderate” if the value was between the high and low values. In the following, the
quantitative analysis for each question is discussed.
Socio-economic Development of the Chenchu People in the Research Area
The question “On a scale of 1-5, rate the existing socio-economic development of the
Chenchu people living in the research area.” was asked to the participants to learn the overall
opinion of the participants on the socioeconomic development of the Chenchu people in the
research area. Their responses are analyzed as follows.
The Mean value or the average of all the responses of all the participants (N=28) [both
Chenchu (N=15), and Government and NGO (N=13) groups] was calculated as 2.64. The Mode
value, or the frequently occurring response among all the responses, was 3, and the Median
value, or the quantity at the midpoint, was 3. Since the Mean value (2.64) is between 2 (Poor)
and 3 (Fair) and is closer to 3 than 2, the overall opinion can be considered as “Fair,” which is
designated by 3 on the Likert scale. The Mode and Median values too indicate 3, which
represents “Fair.” This conveys that all the participants in the study believed that the existing
socio-economic development of the Chenchu people in the research area was “Fair.”
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A comparison of the averages (Mean values) of the overall responses of the Chenchu (Mean =
2.73) and Government and NGO (Mean = 2.54) groups was conducted, and the results indicated
that there was not much difference between the two values as shown in the following Table 6.
Since both the Mean values were between 2 (Poor) and 3 (Fair) and greater than the midpoint
(2.5), it can be derived that the two groups felt that the socioeconomic development of the
Chenchu people in the research area was “Fair.” However, the Chenchu group showed more
variance within the group toward this response than the Government and NGO group, as
indicated by their respective SDs.

Table 6

Comparison of the Mean and SD values between the two groups

Further, to see whether a statistical difference existed between the two groups, the MannWhitney U test was conducted and the significance value (P value) was calculated as 0.44,
indicating that a null hypothesis had be retained, or there was no statistical difference between
the ratings of the two groups, because the P value is greater than 0.05 in order to opt for an
alternative hypothesis. The SPSS results for the test are shown in Figure 24.
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Figure 24

Hypothesis testing for ratings on the socioeconomic development of the Chenchu
people in the research area

Although there was no significance difference between the opinions of the two groups,
the average responses (Mean) and the variance (SD) were calculated for each subgroup to learn
the overall opinion of each subgroup on the socioeconomic development of the Chenchu people
in the research area. Table 7 shows the overall opinion of each subgroup.
Table 7

Ratings by subgroups on the socioeconomic development of the Chenchu people

98

The Deep Forest Chenchu have a Mean value of 3.25, which is closer to 3 than 4 and
corresponds to “Fair” in the Likert scale. It can be implied that the collective opinion of the
group does not vary much, owing to its smaller SD value (0.5), which indicates less variance
within the group. The Intermediate Forest Chenchu group too has similar Mean and SD values as
the Deep Forest Chenchu and also opines that the socioeconomic development is “Fair” in the
region. The Displaced Chenchu has a Mean value of 2, which corresponds to “Poor” in the Likert
scale. However, there is high variance (SD=1.26) within the group and not all the displaced
Chenchu believe in this opinion. The ITDA and the NGO groups have the same Mean values
(2.4) and therefore an overall opinion of the two groups is determined as “Poor;” however, the
variance for this opinion within the ITDA group is less than the NGO group. The NSTR has a
mean of 3.0, “good,” but an SD of 1 indicates that there was high variance in the group and less
indicative of a collective opinion.
It can be said that respondents, both the Chenchu and the Government and NGO groups,
generally felt that the socioeconomic development in the region was between Poor and Fair. The
opinions of “Poor” can be related to the qualitative analysis findings of the Chenchu participant’s
problems with the Government (in the “Chenchu Problems with Government” section) where
67% of the Chenchu people felt that they had limited access to development as well as the 31%
of the Government and NGO representatives who shared the same opinion. The opinions of
“Fair” for the socioeconomic development can be related to the factors that were found in the
“Chenchu’s Appreciation for Government and NGO Projects” section on the Chenchu people’s
acknowledgment to Government and NGO’s development provisions.
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Effectiveness of Government Projects
To learn the overall opinion of the participants on the effectiveness of the Government
projects in the research area, participants were asked, “On a scale of 1 to 5, how do you rate the
effectiveness of the development projects toward improving the Chenchu living conditions?”
Their responses are analyzed as follows:
The Mean value or the average of all the responses of all the participants (N=28) [both
Chenchu (N=15), and Government and NGO (N=13) groups] was calculated as 2.71. The Mode
values, or the frequently occurring responses among all the responses, were 2 and 3, and the
Median value, or the quantity at the midpoint, was 3. Since the Mean value (2.71) is between 2
(Poor) and 3 (Fair) and is closer to 3 than 2, the overall opinion can be considered as “Fair,”
which is designated by 3 on the Likert scale. The Mode and Median values too indicate 2 and 3,
which represents “Poor” and “Fair.” This conveys that all the participants in the study believed
that the effectiveness of the Government’s development projects in the research area was “Poor”
and “Fair.”
A comparison of the averages (Mean values) of the overall responses of the Chenchu
(Mean = 2.40) and Government and NGO (Mean = 3.08) groups was conducted, and the results
indicated that there was slight difference between the two values (Table 8).
Table 8

Comparison of the Mean and SD values between the two groups
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The Mean value for the Chenchu group (2.40) was between 2 (Poor) and 3 (Fair) and less than
the midpoint (2.5). Therefore, it can be implied that the Chenchu group felt that the effectiveness
of the Government’s development projects was “Poor” in the research area. However, there was
high variance within the group toward this response as indicated by its high SD value (0.91). The
Mean value for the Government and NGO group (3.08) was between 3 (Fair) and 4 (Good) and
less than the midpoint (3.5). Therefore, it can be implied that the Government and NGO group
felt that the effectiveness of the Government’s development projects was “Fair” in the research
area. However, there was moderate variance within the group toward this response as indicated
by its SD value (0.76).
To analyze whether a statistical difference existed between the two groups, the MannWhitney U test was conducted and the significance value (P value) was calculated as 0.058,
indicating that a null hypothesis had be retained, or there was no statistical difference between
the ratings of the two groups, because the P value is slightly greater than 0.05 in order to opt for
an alternative hypothesis. The SPSS results for the test are shown below.
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Figure 25

Hypothesis testing for ratings on the effectiveness of Government projects

Although there was no significant difference between the opinions of the two groups, the
average responses (Mean) and the variance (SD) were calculated for each subgroup to learn the
overall opinion of each subgroup on the effectiveness of the Government’s development projects
in improving the living conditions in the research area. Table 9 shows the overall opinion of each
subgroup.
Table 9

Ratings by subgroups on the effectiveness of the Government’s development
projects
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The Deep Forest Chenchu have a Mean value of 2.25, which is closer to 2 than 3 and
corresponds to “Poor” in the Likert scale. It can be implied that the collective opinion of the
group does not vary much, owing to its smaller SD value (0.5), which indicates less variance
within the group. Therefore, the overall opinion of the Deep Forest Chenchu on the effectiveness
or the impact of Government projects in improving their living conditions is “Poor.” The
Intermediate Forest Chenchu group has similar Mean value of 2.2, which implies that the overall
opinion on the impact of Government’s development projects is “Poor;” however, this group has
a high variance (SD = 1.3) indicating that there are diverse opinions to this implied opinion
within the subgroup. The Displaced Chenchu has a Mean value of 2.6, which corresponds to
“Fair” in the Likert scale. However, there is moderate variance (SD = 0.81) within the group and
not all the displaced Chenchu believe in this opinion.
The ITDA has a Mean value of 2.8 and therefore its overall opinion on the effectiveness
of the Government’s projects is “Fair” as 2.8 appears between 2 (Poor) and 3 (Fair) and is more
than the midpoint (2.5) thus leaning toward the opinion “Fair” indicated by the numerical value
3, and the variance is 0.44, which is considered as a low SD value and therefore a low variance
within the group for this opinion. The NSTR has a mean of 3.66, “Good”, and an SD of 0.57,
indicating that there was low variance in the group and more indicative of a collective opinion.
The NGO group has a Mean value of 3, “Fair,” and an SD of 1 indicating a high variance for the
overall opinion of the group.
From the analysis, it can be implied that the Deep Forest Chenchu and the Intermediate
Forest Chenchu people believe that there the Government’s projects have not made a significant
contribution to the overall development of the Chenchu people in the region. The Displaced
Chenchu, ITDA representatives and the NGO workers believe that the development projects
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have impacted development to the communities in a moderate or fair way. However, the NSTR
group opines that there has been good progress in the Chenchu communities due to the
development projects. These findings align with the qualitative analysis findings where the
Chenchu groups prioritized development in terms of “Roads, houses, land, electricity,” “Loans,”
and “Well-being,” which are also the indicators of the Government’s development projects, more
than the Government groups. Also, in the qualitative analysis, it was found that 40% of the
Chenchu participants felt that Government facilities for development were or poor or low
quality, and 67% of the Chenchus felt that there was no access to development compared to the
31% Government and NGO workers who shared this thought.
Relationship Between the Chenchu and the Government and NGO
To learn the overall opinion of the participants on the Chenchu and the Government and
NGO relationship, the participants were asked, “How would you rate the relationship between
the Government and the people?” Their responses are analyzed as follows:
The Mean value or the average of all the responses of all the participants (N=28) [both
Chenchu (N=15), and Government and NGO (N=13) groups] was calculated as 2.78. The Mode
value, or the frequently occurring response among all the responses, was 3, and the Median
value, or the quantity at the midpoint, was 3. Since the Mean value (2.78) was between 2 (Poor)
and 3 (Fair) and was closer to 3 than 2, the overall opinion can be considered as “Fair,” which is
designated by 3 on the Likert scale. The Mode and Median values too indicate 3, which
represents “Fair.” This conveys that all the participants in the study believed that the relationship
between the Government and the Chenchu people was “Fair.”
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A comparison of the averages (Mean values) of the overall responses of the Chenchu (Mean =
2.40) and Government and NGO (Mean = 3.23) groups was conducted, and the results indicated
that there was slight difference between the two values as shown in the following Table 10.
Table 10

Comparison of the Mean and SD values between the two groups

The Mean value for the Chenchu group (2.40) was between 2 (Poor) and 3 (Fair) and less than
the midpoint (2.5). Therefore, it can be implied that the Chenchu group felt that the relationship
between the Chenchu and the Government and NGO was “Poor” in the research area. However,
there was high variance within the group toward this response as indicated by its high SD value
(1.21). The Mean value for the Government and NGO group (3.23) was between 3 (Fair) and 4
(Good) and less than the midpoint (3.5). Therefore, it can be implied that the Government and
NGO group believed that the relationship between the Chenchu and the Government and NGO
groups was “Fair” in the research area. However, there was low variance within the group
toward this response as indicated by its SD value (0.83).
Further, to see whether a statistical difference existed between the two groups, the MannWhitney U test was conducted and the significance value (P value) was calculated as 0.052,
indicating that a null hypothesis had be retained, or there was no statistical difference between
the ratings of the two groups, because the P value was slightly greater than 0.05 in order to opt
for an alternative hypothesis. The SPSS results for the test are shown below.
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Figure 26

Hypothesis testing for ratings on the Chenchu-Government and NGO relationship

Although there was no significant difference between the opinions of the two groups, the
average responses (Mean) and the variance (SD) were calculated for each subgroup to learn the
overall opinion of each subgroup on the relationship between the Chenchu people and the
Government and NGO representatives. Table 11 shows the overall opinion of each subgroup.

Table 11

Ratings by subgroups on the relationship between the Chenchu and the Government
and NGO

The Deep Forest Chenchu have a Mean value of 2.5, which is exactly the midpoint (2.5);
therefore, the overall opinion can be considered as “Poor” and “Fair.” It can be implied that the
collective opinion of the group does not vary much, owing to its smaller SD value (0.57), which
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indicates less variance within the group. Therefore, the overall opinion of the Deep Forest
Chenchu on the relationship between the Chenchu and the Government accounts to “Poor” and
“Fair.” The Intermediate Forest Chenchu group has similar Mean value of 2.8, which implies
that the overall opinion is “Fair;” however, this group has a high variance (SD = 1.64) indicating
that there are diverse opinions to this implied opinion within the subgroup. The Displaced
Chenchu has a Mean value of 2, which corresponds to “Poor” in the Likert scale. However, there
is moderate variance (SD = 0.89) within the group and not all the displaced Chenchu believe in
this opinion.
The ITDA has a Mean value of 3.2 and therefore its overall opinion on the ChenchuGovernment relationship is “Fair” as 3.2 appears between 3 (Fair) and 4 (Good) and is more than
the midpoint (2.5) thus leaning toward the opinion “Fair” indicated by the numerical value 3, and
the variance is 0.44, which is considered as a low SD value and therefore a low variance within
the group for this opinion. The NSTR has a Mean of 3.66, “Good,” and an SD of 0.57, indicating
that there was low variance in the group and more indicative of a collective opinion. The NGO
group has a Mean value of 3, “Fair,” and an SD of 1.22 indicating a high variance for the overall
opinion of the group.
Per the analysis, the relationship between the Government and the Chenchu can be
implied as being Poor to Fair. Among all the groups, the Displaced Chenchu group says the
relationship is in a poor conditions while the NSTR group says it is in a good conditions.
However, the overall opinion of the rest of the subgroups to this particular question is “Fair.”
During the qualitative analysis, the condition of the Chenchu-Government relationship
was interpreted by the participants’ opinions on Chenchu problems, Government’s perspectives
on the limitations to Chenchu development, and the Chenchu people’s appreciation for
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Government’s work in their region. About 13% of the Chenchu expressed that they lacked trust
in the Government work compared to the 23% of Government and NGO representatives who
thought that the Chenchus do not trust them. About 33% of the Chenchu participants rated that
there was a miscommunication between the Government representatives and the Chenchu and
20% of the participants said the Government authorities had not kept up their promises to certain
development works. Because the percentage of people who have these complaints on the
Government are below 50% or less, it can be implied that the relationship between the
Government and the Chenchu is somewhat Fair, as analyzed in this section. Also, among all the
Chenchu respondents, 50% of the Deep Forest Chenchu, 60% of the Intermediate Forest
Chenchu, and 67% of the Displaced Chenchu expressed that they appreciated the Government
and NGO work, in the qualitative analysis. However, the quantitative analysis findings indicate
that only the Displaced Chenchu group felt that the Chenchu-Government and NGO relationship
is Poor, contradicting their appreciation for Government in the qualitative analysis findings.
Although, there is a moderate variance to this opinion within the group.
Future Living Conditions
Participants were asked, “On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you rate the existing living
condition of Chenchu people would change in the future?” To this question, two Deep Forest
Chenchu participants replied that the state of the future living conditions “Depends on the
Government” and “Depends on the Children.” Another Intermediate Forest Chenchu respondent
replied as “Depends on the Government.” The opinions of these three Chenchu participants are
not taken for the quantitative analysis because they cannot be quantified as done with the rest of
the opinions, but it is important to state their viewpoints here. Therefore, the number of Chenchu
participants becomes 12 instead of 15 during the analysis.
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The Mean value or the average of all the responses of all the participants (N=25) [both
Chenchu (N=12), and Government and NGO (N=13) groups] was calculated as 3.36. Both the
Mode and Median values were 4. Since the Mean value (3.36) was between 3 (Fair) and 4
(Good) and was closer to 4 than 3, the overall opinion can be considered as “Good,” which is
designated by 4 on the Likert scale. The Mode and Median values too indicate 4, which
represents “Good.” This conveys that all the participants in the study believed that the future
living conditions would be “Good” in the research area. A comparison of the averages (Mean
values) of the overall responses of the Chenchu (Mean = 3.17) and Government and NGO (Mean
= 3.54) groups was conducted, and the results indicated a slight difference between the two
values as shown in the following Table 12.
Table 12

Comparison of the Mean and SD values between the two groups

The Mean value for the Chenchu group (3.17) was between 3 (Fair) and 4 (Good) and less than
the midpoint (3.5). Therefore, it can be implied that the Chenchu group felt that the future
conditions in the research area would change to “Fair.” However, there was high variance within
the group toward this response as indicated by its high SD value (1.19). The Mean value for the
Government and NGO group (3.54) was between 3 (Fair) and 4 (Good) and more than the
midpoint (3.5). Therefore, it can be implied that the Government and NGO group believed that
the future conditions would be “Good” in the research area. Also, there was low variance within
the group toward this response as indicated by its SD value (0.66).
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Further, to see whether a statistical difference existed between the two groups, the MannWhitney U test was conducted and the significance value (P value) was calculated as 0.65,
indicating that a null hypothesis had be retained, or there was no statistical difference between
the ratings of the two groups, because the P value was slightly greater than 0.05 in order to opt
for an alternative hypothesis. The SPSS results for the test are shown in the following Figure 27.

Figure 27

Hypothesis testing for ratings on the future living conditions

Although there was no significant difference between the opinions of the two groups, the
average responses (Mean) and the variance (SD) were calculated for each subgroup to learn the
overall opinion of each subgroup on the future living conditions in the research area. Table 13
shows the overall opinion of each subgroup.
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Table 13

Ratings by subgroups on the future living conditions in the research area

The Deep Forest Chenchu subgroup has a Mean value of 3.5, which is exactly the
midpoint (3.5); therefore, the overall opinion can be considered as “Fair” and “Good.” It can be
implied that the collective opinion of the group does not vary much, owing to its smaller SD
value (0.7), which indicates less variance within the group. Therefore, the overall opinion of the
Deep Forest Chenchu subgroup on the relationship between the Chenchu and the Government
accounts to “Poor” and “Fair.” It should also be remembered that two respondents in this
subgroup believed that the future living conditions would depend on the children when they
grow up. The Intermediate Forest Chenchu group has a Mean of 3.25, which implies that the
overall opinion is “Fair;” however, this group has a high variance (SD = 1.5) indicating that there
are diverse opinions to this implied opinion within the subgroup. The Displaced Chenchu
subgroup has a Mean value of 3, which corresponds to “Fair” in the Likert scale. However, there
is high variance (SD = 1.26) within the group and not all the displaced Chenchu believe that the
future conditions would be fair.
The ITDA has a Mean value of 3.4 and therefore its overall opinion is “Fair” as 3.4
appears between 3 (Fair) and 4 (Good) and is less than the midpoint (3.5) thus leaning toward the
opinion “Fair” indicated by the numerical value 3, and the variance is 0.89, which is considered
as a low SD value and therefore a low variance within the group for this opinion. The NSTR has
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a mean of 3.33, “Fair,” and an SD of 0.57, indicating that there was low variance in the group
and more indicative of a collective opinion. The NGO group has a Mean value of 3.8, “Good,”
and an SD of 0.44 indicating that most of the respondents are hopeful that the future conditions
would be good.
From the analysis, it can be concluded that all the participants are moderately positive
about the living conditions in the future because the overall opinions range between Fair and
Good. However, some Chenchu participants said that the conditions in the future would depend
on the Government and the Children. During the qualitative analysis, there were no significant
discussions on the perspectives of participants on the future living conditions. If they did emerge
during the coding process, they were linked to development definitions but not discussed as a
separate entity.
Conclusion
From the analysis, considering the overall opinion of all the research participants in the
study, it can be implied that the socio-economic development of the Chenchu people was Poor,
the effectiveness of Government’s development projects was Fair, the relationship between the
Chenchu and the Government representatives including NGO workers was Fair, and the majority
of the participants believed that the future conditions in the Chenchu locations would be Fair.
However, the results are impacted by smaller sample sizes. The findings of this analysis would
help a larger study to gain an overall perspective of the Chenchu people in the research on
development topics.
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CHAPTER VII
DISCUSSION
This section discusses the findings and analysis of the thesis findings. To answer the
research’s primary question of whether the Chenchu people’s idea of development matches the
Government and NGO groups’ idea of development, it is necessary to consider and discuss the
supporting factors that can lead to answering the research’s question. These are the development
definitions of the Chenchu and the Government and NGO, the Government’s development plans,
the Chenchu problems with the Government, and the finally, the relationship between the
Chenchu people and the Government and NGO workers. A discussion of the discrepancies in
development and the gaps between the Government’s provisions for development and the
Chenchu expectations also adds to learning the current development scenario in the region and
also to suggest policy changes wherever these gaps are recognized.
A discussion on the Chenchu people’s dependency on the Nallamala forest and their
conservation practices and the Indian government’s conservation objectives of NSTR provides a
political ecology context of protected areas that can be linked to the NSTR conservationdisplacement scenario. Further, the analysis of inconsistencies in development processes are
discussed from an applied anthropological perspective to further act as a mediator between the
Chenchu people and the Government.
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Research Question and Chenchu-Government and NGO Relationship
The research’s primary question was “Does the displaced Chenchu people’s definition of
‘development’ match the Government’s idea of ‘development’”? Development anthropologists
have grappled with ways of defining development. David Lewis (2012) opines that development
is a complex and ambiguous term that has many layers of meaning, this study adds its finding of
development as access to facilities that would make life comfortable as another thin layer to the
existing definitions of development. During the qualitative analysis, both the Chenchu people
and the Government and NGO representatives indicated the provisions of roads, houses, land,
and electricity as development. In impoverished communities, access to basic amenities earns a
priority as they are essential for livelihood and sustainability. This resonates with the study
findings by Hinal Pandya (2013) that stress the importance of basic amenities for the IDPs of the
Narmada project in India.
Access to healthcare facilities, providing livestock for livelihood, and education and jobs
were highlighted as development by both the Government and NGO and the Chenchu groups.
However, the highest priority for health was given by the Government and NGO group. Freedom
was also expressed as a development definition by both groups. This can be related to Amartya
Sen’s (2001) argument that development must also include freedom and the choice for people to
do what they value. Although majority of the Chenchu did not mention freedom as a
development definition, it important to consider freedom during policy formulations to achieve
win-win situations between people and the Government. Both the Chenchu and the Government
and NGO groups opined well-being as an indicator of development. This finding from the
research can be associated with the arguments of Sarah White (2009) that well-being can be used
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as a new name for development, which includes not only economic growth but also emphasizes
environmental sustainability and human fulfilment.
The development definitions that were elicited from this study may not be unique but
definitely be added to the literature that defines development in terms of the study findings.
Many studies (Parasuraman 1996; Engle 2010; Padel and Das 2012) have indicated that trust is a
main factor that strengthens the relationship between the people and the Government. The
Government’s awareness of people’s attitudes toward its functions helps the Government in
better connecting with the people. During the research, 80% of the Chenchu participants
expressed that the Government does not care for Chenchu needs and problems and 67% of them
said that they had no access to development. Also, the quantitative analysis indicated the
Chenchu-Government relationship as “Fair”. When asked about their opinion on the Government
projects, a Displaced Chenchu participant said, “It’s not at all good—very poor. Please write it
that way.” It is interesting to learn the ways participants are expressing their plight through the
stressing the words. These findings help in learning the existing relationship between the
Chenchu and the Government and would further help the Government in fostering better bonds
with the Chenchu people through any policy modifications.
The research also indicated that 20% of the Chenchu participants supported displacement
from the forest and expressed a need for a change in the existing living conditions. This finding
adds to the existing literature that discusses the gradual transition of the Chenchu people, owing
to either NSTR conservation or the tribal development initiatives (Caro 2013; Narayan 2014;
Thamminaina 2015).
A sense of self-development or desire to improve the existing living conditions can be
seen in the Chenchu people when they defined development (in “Chenchu outliers” section) as
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future expectations of their children being in a better position in life than themselves or when
they said that securing loans for investing in income-generating activities was development. The
Government and NGO sectors also indicted that Chenchu’s awareness of Government projects or
progressive thinking toward development was also a form of development. In both arguments,
we can see an urge of the Chenchu people to improve and the Government’s plans to improve
the living conditions of the Chenchu, indicating an overall interest of both groups in
development. However, the 82% of the Chenchu people have expressed that the Government
does not care for the Chenchu problems, 67% of Chenchu participants say they do not have
access to development, or 40% of the Chenchu informants indicate poor facilities and paperwork
at Government offices as a problem for their development. Whereas, 69% of the Government
and NGO participants highlighted that one of the greatest limitations for Chenchu development
was the Chenchu people’s non-mingling with the mainstream society and 54% of the
Government and NGO workers indicated that less access to development due to forest dwelling
of the Chenchu, inadequacy of development projects, and the Chenchu attitudes of hygiene,
alcoholism, confidence levels were the some of the challenges to development. Therefore,
although there is an urge for development from both the Chenchu and the Government, there are
some hindrances to development as narrated by both. This can be related to Tania Li’s (2007)
discussion on the outcomes of development and gaps between the intentions of development and
the accomplishments of development.
Further, the quantitative analysis presents the overall opinions of both the Chenchu and
the Government and NGO participants. Although the Likert scale to collect their opinions
included the extreme options of Very Poor and Excellent, all the participants in the study rated
the socioeconomic conditions of the region, the effectiveness of Government’s projects and plans
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for Chenchu development, and the relationship between the Chenchu and the Government as
Poor and Fair. Such an analysis indicates that there is still a lot of work to be done by the
Government to improve the living conditions of the Chenchu in the region.
NSTR Conservation and Chenchu Displacement
The Chenchu people’s conservation practices are indicated by many studies and this
research supports those studies (Rao and Ramana 2007; Rao et al. 2007; Reddy 2014).The
research found that both the Chenchu people (73%) and the Government and NGO
representatives (61%) believe that the forest is a necessity for Chenchu development, with
employment opportunities for the Chenchu in ecotourism and NSTR maintenance. One of the
common phrases the Chenchu people used to define their regard for the Nallamala forest was:
“Forest is our mother.” This sentiment is echoed in the studies of the Chipko movement or the
Indian tribal “Embrace-the-Tree” movement to protect trees marked for felling (Shiva and
Bandyopadhyay 1986; Bhatt 1990) where “Forest is our mother” resonated to convey the tribal
relationship with the forest.
In this study, 46% of the Chenchu people and 30% of the Government and NGO
representatives believed that the Chenchu people participated in the protection of tigers in the
Nallamala forest, which resonates with the studies by Karanth and Karanth (2007) that discuss
the human-animal relationships in the tiger reserves of India. Also, the thesis findings can be
linked to the studies on human-animal conflicts in protected areas (Becker and Vanclay 2003;
Gadgil et al. 1993; Igoe 2004).
Although the Chenchu people are in various stages of displacement, the thesis analyses
that 87% of the Chenchu and 46% of the Government and NGO participants are against
displacement from the forest, while only 20% of the Chenchu and 23% of the Government and
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NGO informants support displacement. This finding can be linked to the political ecology
discussions of biodiversity conservation through displacement and also the State’s role in
displacement of the people to attain conservation goals (Adams and Hutton 2007; Peet and Watts
2002; West et al. 2006).
Applied Anthropology as a Mediator
During fieldwork, while recording the interviews and interacting with the informants
from both groups, there were some gaps identified between the Chenchu and the Government,
such as lack of communication about Government projects and their implementation, mismatch
between the Chenchu expectations and the Government provisions, and a non-uniformity of the
implementation of the projects—some projects served more than needed and some did not even
reach the people.
Therefore, it becomes important to investigate the imbalance in the Government’s
provisions and the Chenchu’s expectations from development and bridge gaps in development,
which can be related to the study by Stephens et al. (2013) on Australian Indigenous community
development. Development success always depended on fulfilled promises. In the case of
Chenchus, forest and its resources are always a “fall-back” for them if things in the displaced
locations do not work out. Further studies are needed to examine the factors that are responsible
for making displaced people think of returning to their native lands as well as those factors that
do not make them think of returning to their native lands for displacement and development
initiatives to be successful.
Overall, this study finds a gap between the Chenchu people’s expectations from
development initiatives and the Government’s provisions toward development. As seen in the
analysis of comparing the development definitions, although there were some projects that were
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suitable for the Chenchu, many Chenchu people discussed their problems about Government
projects. The findings of this study can be used to bridge some of the gaps in communication
between the Chenchu and Government. Some Displaced Chenchu people shared their thoughts
of going back to the forest.
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CHAPTER VIII
CONCLUSION
Research Conclusions
As an applied anthropological intervention, the findings of this research bring to surface
the development definitions of the Chenchu people affected by displacement and of the
Government representatives who are the facilitators of NSTR conservation and Chenchu
development. As derived from the findings, it can be concluded that there are discrepancies in
perspectives of development between the Chenchu and the Government and NGO
representatives. It was found that displacement of the Chenchu people was not systematic,
leading to a discrepancy in the access to basic livelihood facilities. It can be said that the
implementation of the development projects was not uniform because while some projects are
beneficial, some are not fetching productive results.
Policy Suggestions
From an anthropological perspective, after analyzing the perspectives of both the
Chenchu and the Government, the study suggests some policy changes that would result in
effective trade-offs between the Chenchu people and the Government. First, as a communication
gap was observed between the people and the Government, it is necessary to include the
participation of the Chenchu people in making policy decisions and formulating development
and Government agendas in order to make development more accessible. Second, among the 13
Government representatives, there were only two female respondents. Therefore, it is important
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to have a good balance of gender representation in Government agencies, which would help in
making informed decisions that would benefit both men and women. Third, holding regular
meetings between the Chenchu and the Government representatives is vital to iron out any
discrepancies or gaps in communication.
Limitations of the Study
One of the major limitations to this study was a small sample size. The findings of
this study cannot be applied to the entirety of the people or be representative of all the Chenchu
people living in the Nallamala forest region and all the Government representatives and NGO
workers in that region. As the research was conducted for only 30 days, the time taken to
conduct this research was less and therefore cannot be called an in-depth study. Since the number
of female respondents was less compared to the number of male respondents, a balance of
perspectives based on gender could not be achieved.
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Age: ______________
Gender: _____________
Occupation: ___________________________
Sector: Deep-forest Chenchus / Intermediate Forest Chenchus / Displaced Chenchus (circle one)
COMMON QUESTIONS
I. Development
1. What words would you use to define development?
_______________________________________________________________
2. On a scale of 1-5, rate the existing socio-economic development of the Chenchu people
living in the research area. Group-wise definition
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
_______________________________________________________________
3. How well do development projects relate to your idea of development?
_______________________________________________________________
4. On a scale of 1 to 5, how do you rate the effectiveness of the development projects
toward improving the Chenchu living conditions? Rating their understanding of
development in general
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
_______________________________________________________________
5. What are the common grievances of the Chenchu people in the research area?
_______________________________________________________________
a. What are the common reasons for the grievances in Question 5?
_______________________________________________________________
6. How would you rate the relationship between the Government and the people?
Development is all about the future
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

State reasons for your choice.
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Good (4)

Excellent (5)

_______________________________________________________________
7. What are the things you would like to change in the existing living conditions of the
Chenchu people?
_______________________________________________________________
State reasons for your answer to Question 7.
_______________________________________________________________
8. What are the things you would not like to change in the existing living conditions of the
Chenchu people?
_______________________________________________________________
State reasons for your answer to Question 8.
_______________________________________________________________
9. On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you rate the existing living condition of Chenchu people
would change in the future?
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
_______________________________________________________________
10. Would you like the Chenchu people to be a part of the development project by working
with the Government representatives for their projects?
(a) Yes ______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your choice.
_______________________________________________________________
11. What type of involvement of the Chenchu people in the development projects would
improve their functioning?
_______________________________________________________________
12. What development projects relate to your idea of a good living condition?
_______________________________________________________________
13. Do you suggest any changes to the development projects?
_____________________________________________________________________
State reasons for your answer.
_______________________________________________________________
II. Conservation
1. What do you think are the most important things that need to be conserved in the
Nallamala forest area?
_______________________________________________________________
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2. Do you think the Chenchu tribal groups living in different locations are dependent on the
forest products for livelihood?
(a) Yes _______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your answer.
_______________________________________________________________
3. Are the Chenchu people participating in conservation?
_____________________________________________________________________
i. If YES, how has the participation affected conservation?
_______________________________________________________________
ii. If NO, what are the reasons for non-participation?
_______________________________________________________________
4. Do you think the Chenchu participation would lead to the development of the Chenchu
people?
(a) Yes _______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your answer.
_______________________________________________________________
III. Displacement
1. Do you think there has been an improvement in the living conditions of the Chenchu
people since their displacement?
_______________________________________________________________
2. Do you think the displacement of the Chenchu people from the forest has conserved and
protected the tiger population in the forest?
(a) Yes _______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your answer.
_______________________________________________________________
SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
I. Development
1. What daily activities define your social life?
_______________________________________________________________
2. Do you think these activities are important for leading your life? Give reasons for your
answer.
_______________________________________________________________
II. Development Projects
1. Are you aware of the development projects of ITDA?
(a) Yes____________ (b) No___________
If YES, answer the following questions:
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a. Give an example of any development projects that you feel have improved your living
condition.
_______________________________________________________________
i.
Why do you choose this particular project?
_______________________________________________________________
ii. How has this project influenced your life?
_______________________________________________________________
If NO, answer the following questions:
a. Would you like to know about the development projects in the future?
_______________________________________________________________
i. State reasons for your answer.
_______________________________________________________________
III. Problems and Changes
1. What are the common problems you face in your daily life [regarding the Government]?
__________________________________________________________________
a. How do you tackle them?
__________________________________________________________________
2. Do you think the ITDA representatives or conservation officers can help in alleviating these
problems?
__________________________________________________________________
a. Why or why not?
__________________________________________________________________
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వయసు: ______________
లింగిం: _____________
వృత్తి: _______________________
ప్రింతిం: లోతైన అడవి చంచూ / నడి మధ్య లో చంచూ / స్థాననరంం ం చంచూ [ఒకదాన్ని
ఎించుకిండి]
సాధారణ ప్రశ్ి లు
I. అభివృద్ధి
1. అభివృద్ధి నిర్వ చంచటానికి మీరు ఏ పదాలు ఉపయోగంచాలి?
________________________________________________________________________
2. 1-5 స్థానలలో, పరిశోధ్న రరంతంలో నివసిస్తునన చంచు రపజల యొక్క ామాజిక్-ఆరి ిక్
అభివృద్ధని
ి అంచనా వేయండి.
ఏమి బాగోలేదు
(1)

బాగోలేదు
(2)

స్తమారు (3)

మంచ (4)

అదుు తమైన (5)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
3. రపభుతవ అభిరుధ్ది పథకాలకు, మీ అభిరుధ్ది ఆలోచనలు ఎంత వర్కు సంబంధ్దాుల?
________________________________________________________________________
4. చంచు జీవన పరిస్థసిల
న లు మెరుగుపర్చడానికి 1 ుంచ 5 వర్కు, అభివృద్ధి పుల
యొక్క రపభావానిన మీరు ఎలా అంచనా వేాురు?
ఏమి బాగోలేదు (1)

బాగోలేదు
(2)

స్తమారు (3)

మంచ (4)

అదుు తమైన (5)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
5. పరిశోధ్న రరంతంలో చంచు రపజల ాధార్ణ మనోవేదనలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
a. రప న 5 లో మనోవేదనలకు ాధార్ణ కార్ణాలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
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6. మీరు రపభుతవ ం మరియు చంచు రపజల మధ్య సంబంధానిన ఎలా అంచనా వేాురు?
ఏమి బాగోలేదు
(5)

బాగోలేదు
(4)

స్తమారు (3)

మంచ (2)

అదుు తమైన
(1)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
7. చంచు రపజల జీవన పరిస్థసిల
న లోో మీరు మార్చా లుకుంటునన విషయాలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
a.
రప న 7 కి మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
8. మీరు చంచు రపజల జీవన పరిసిల
న లోో మారుు చేయకూడదుకుంటునన విషయాలు
ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
a.
రప న 8 కి మీ జవాబుు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
9. 1 ుంచ 5 వర్కు, చంచు రపజల రపస్తుత జీవన పరిసితి
న ంవిషయ లులో ఎలా
మారులంద్ధ?
ఏమి బాగోలేదు
(5)

బాగోలేదు
(4)

స్తమారు
(3)

మంచ (2)

అదుు తమైన (1)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
10. మీరు చంచు రపజలు అభివృద్ధి పథకాలలో భాగంగా ఉండాలుకుంటునాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు ______________ (b) కాదు _________________
మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
11. అభివృద్ధి కార్య రక్మాలలో చంచు రపజల ఏ ర్క్మైన రల్గొనడం తో అభివృద్ధి పథకాలకు
మెరుగుపడతాల?
________________________________________________________________________
12. మంచ జీవన పరిసితి
న ని మీ ఆలోచనతో ఏ అభివృద్ధి పథకాలలు సూచస్తునాన ల?
________________________________________________________________________
13. మీరు అభివృద్ధి పథకాలకు ఏ మారుు లు సూచస్తునాన రు?
________________________________________________________________________
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మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
II. రరిరక్షణ
1. నలమ
ో ల అటవీ రరంతంలో సంర్క్షంచవలసిన ముఖ్య మైన విషయాలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
2. వేర్వవ రు రపదేశాలలో నివసిస్తునన చంచు గరిజన సమూహాలు జీవనోరధ్ద కోసం అటవీ
ఉతు లులపై ఆధార్పడులనాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు_______________ (b) కాదు_________________
మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
3. చంచు రపజలు అటవీ పరిర్క్షణలో రల్గొంటునాన ర్చ?
________________________________________________________________________
a. మీరు అవుు అని చపిు నటల
ో తే, రల్గొనడం ఎలాంటి పరిర్క్షణు క్లిగ ఉంద్ధ?
______________________________________________________________________
b. మీరు కాదు అని చపిు నటల
ో తే, కాని భాగావ మయ ం కోసం కార్ణాలు ఏమిటి?
______________________________________________________________________
4. అభివృద్ధి పులలో చంచు రపజల భాగావ మయ ం చంచు రపజల అభివృద్ధకి
ి దారి
తీస్తుందని మీరు భావిస్తునాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు _______________ (b) కాదు _________________
మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
III. మానవ సా
స్ ా నప్రింశ్ిం
1. చంచు రపజల జీవన పరిసిల
న లోో వారి స్థాననరంం ం ుండి మెరుగుపడినటుో మీరు
భావిస్తునాన ర్చ?
________________________________________________________________________
2. అడవి ుండి చంచు రపజల స్థాననరంం ం అడవిలో పులి జనాభాు పరిర్క్షంచందని
మీరు భావిస్తునాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు _______________ (b) కాదు _________________
మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
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ప్రత్యే క ప్రశ్ి లు
I. అభివృద్ధి
1. మీ ామాజిక్ జీవితంలో రోజువారీ కార్య క్లారలు ఏవి?
________________________________________________________________________
2. మీ జీవితానిన గడపడానికి ఈ కార్య క్లారలు ముఖ్య మైనవి అని మీరు
అుకుంటునాన రు? మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
II. అభివృద్ధి రథకాలకు
1.

ఐ.టీ.డీ.ఏ. యొక్క అభివృద్ధి పథకాలు మీకు తెలుా?
(a) అవుు ____________ (b) కాదు ___________

మీకు తెలిస్తు, ఈ రకింద్ధ రప న లకు సమాధానం ఇవవ ండి:
a. మీ జీవన పరిసితి
న ని మెరుగుపరిచందని మీరు భావిస్తునన ఏవైనా అభివృద్ధి
పథకాలకు ఉదాహర్ణ ఇవవ ండి.
_____________________________________________________________
b. మీరు ఈ రపతేయ క్మైన పథకాలకు ఎందుకు ఎున కుంటారు?
_______________________________________________________________
c. ఈ పథకాలలు మీ జీవితానిన ఎలా రపభావితం చేసింద్ధ?
_________________________________________________________________
కాదు అయిత్య, ప్రింద్ధ ప్రశ్ి లకు సమాధానిం ఇవవ ిండి:
a. మీరు ంవిషయ త్ అభివృద్ధి రరజెకుుల గురించ తెలుస్తకోవాలుకుంటునాన ర్చ?
__________________________________________________________________
b. మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
__________________________________________________________________
III. సమసే లు మరియు మార్పు లు
1. మీ రోజువారీ జీవితంలో మీరు ఎదుర్కక నే ాధార్ణ సమసయ లు ఏమిటి?
_________________________________________________________________________
a. ఎలా మీరు వాటిని పరిషక రిస్తునాన రు?
_________________________________________________________________________
2. ఐ.టీ.డీ.ఏ. రపతినిధులు లేదా పరిర్క్షణ అధ్దకారులు ఈ సమసయ లు తగ ొంచడంలో
మీకు సహాయపడులనాన ర్చ?
143

_________________________________________________________________________
a. ఎందుకు లేదా ఎందుకు కాదు?
______________________________________________________________________
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GOVERNMENT AND NGO REPRESENTATIVES’ QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH)
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Age: ______________
Gender: _____________
Occupation: ___________________________
Sector: ITDA / Rural Development Trust (NGO) / NSTR (Conservation) (Circle one)
COMMON QUESTIONS
I. Development
1. What words would you use to define development?
________________________________________________________________________
2. On a scale of 1-5, rate the existing socio-economic development of the Chenchu people
living in the research area.
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
________________________________________________________________________
3. How well do development projects relate to your idea of development?
________________________________________________________________________
4. On a scale of 1 to 5, how do you rate the effectiveness of the development projects
toward improving the Chenchu living conditions?
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
________________________________________________________________________
5. What are the common grievances of the Chenchu people in the research area?
________________________________________________________________________
a. What are the common reasons for the grievances in Question 5?
__________________________________________________________________
6. How would you rate the relationship between the Government and the people?
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
________________________________________________________________________
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7. What are the things you would like to change in the existing living conditions of the
Chenchu people?
________________________________________________________________________
State reasons for your answer to Question 7.
________________________________________________________________________
8. What are the things you would not like to change in the existing living conditions of the
Chenchu people?
________________________________________________________________________
State reasons for your answer to Question 8.
________________________________________________________________________
9. On a scale of 1 to 5, how would you rate the existing living condition of Chenchu people
would change in the future?
Very poor (1)

Poor (2)

Fair (3)

Good (4)

Excellent (5)

State reasons for your choice.
________________________________________________________________________
10. Would you like the Chenchu people to be a part of the development project by working
with the Government representatives for their projects?
(a) Yes ______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your choice.
________________________________________________________________________
11. What type of involvement of the Chenchu people in the development projects would
improve their functioning?
________________________________________________________________________
12. What development projects relate to your idea of a good living condition?
________________________________________________________________________
13. Do you suggest any changes to the development projects?
_____________________________________________________________________
State reasons for your answer.
________________________________________________________________________
II. Conservation
1. What do you think are the most important things that need to be conserved in the
Nallamala forest area?
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________________________________________________________________________
2. Do you think the Chenchu tribal groups living in different locations are dependent on the
forest products for livelihood?
(a) Yes _______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your answer.
________________________________________________________________________
3. Are the Chenchu people participating in conservation?
_____________________________________________________________________
a. If YES, how has the participation affected conservation?
________________________________________________________________________
b. If NO, what are the reasons for non-participation?
________________________________________________________________________
4. Do you think the Chenchu participation would lead to the development of the Chenchu
people?
(a) Yes _______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your answer.
________________________________________________________________________
III. Displacement
1. Do you think there has been an improvement in the living conditions of the Chenchu
people since their displacement?
________________________________________________________________________
2. Do you think the displacement of the Chenchu people from the forest has conserved and
protected the tiger population in the forest?
(a) Yes _______________ (b) No _________________
State reasons for your answer.
________________________________________________________________________
SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
I. Conservation, Displacement, and Development
1. Why does the Government want to displace the Chenchu people from their ancestral
territory?
___________________________________________________________________________
2. What methods does the Government use to displace the Chenchu people from their ancestral
territory to the new locations?
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___________________________________________________________________________
II. Prioritizing Development Projects
1. What are some of the problems of the Chenchu people related to development?
___________________________________________________________________________
2. On what basis do you prioritize the solving of the problems of the Chenchu people?
___________________________________________________________________________
3. Are there any development projects that disturb the conservation of NSTR?
________________________________________________________________________
a. If YES, how do you negotiate with the development representatives regarding the
disturbance?
_____________________________________________________________________
b. If NO, provide details on how conservation and development projects are co-working.
_____________________________________________________________________
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వయసు: ______________
లింగిం: _____________
వృత్తి: _______________________
రింగిం: ఐ.టి.డి.ఎ. / రూర్ల్ డెవలప్మ ంట్ రటస్ట ు (ఎన్. జి. ఓ)/ ఎన్.ఎస్ట్ .ట్.ఆర్.
(జీవవైవిధ్య ం పరిర్క్షణ) [తగినదాన్ని ఎించుకిండి]
సాధారణ ప్రశ్ి లు
I. అభివృద్ధి
1. అభివృద్ధి నిర్వ చంచటానికి మీరు ఏ పదాలు ఉపయోగంచాలి?
________________________________________________________________________
2. 1-5 స్థానలలో, పరిశోధ్న రరంతంలో నివసిస్తునన చంచు రపజల యొక్క ామాజిక్-ఆరి ిక్
అభివృద్ధని
ి అంచనా వేయండి.
ఏమి బాగోలేదు
(1)

బాగోలేదు
(2)

స్తమారు (3)

మంచ (4)

అదుు తమైన (5)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
3. రపభుతవ అభిరుధ్ది పథకాలకు, మీ అభిరుధ్ది ఆలోచనలు ఎంత వర్కు సంబంధ్దాుల?
________________________________________________________________________
4. చంచు జీవన పరిసిల
న లు మెరుగుపర్చడానికి 1 ుంచ 5 వర్కు, అభివృద్ధి పుల
యొక్క రపభావానిన మీరు ఎలా అంచనా వేాురు?
ఏమి బాగోలేదు (1)

బాగోలేదు
(2)

స్తమారు (3)

మంచ (4)

అదుు తమైన (5)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
___________________________________________________________________________
5. పరిశోధ్న రరంతంలో చంచు రపజల ాధార్ణ మనోవేదనలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
a. రప న 5 లో మనోవేదనలకు ాధార్ణ కార్ణాలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
6. మీరు రపభుతవ ం మరియు చంచు రపజల మధ్య సంబంధానిన ఎలా అంచనా వేాురు?
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ఏమి బాగోలేదు (1)

బాగోలేదు
(2)

స్తమారు (3)

మంచ (4)

అదుు తమైన (5)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
________________________________________________________________________
7. చంచు రపజల జీవన పరిసిల
న లోో మీరు మార్చా లుకుంటునన విషయాలు ఏమిటి?
________________________________________________________________________
a. రప న 7 కి మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
_______________________________________________________________________
8. మీరు చంచు రపజల జీవన పరిసిల
న లోో మారుు చేయకూడదుకుంటునన విషయాలు
ఏమిటి?
_______________________________________________________________________
a. రప న 8 కి మీ జవాబుు ఇవవ ండి.
_______________________________________________________________________
9. 1 ుంచ 5 వర్కు, చంచు రపజల రపస్తుత జీవన పరిసితి
న ంవిషయ లులో ఎలా
మారులంద్ధ?
ఏమి బాగోలేదు
(5)

బాగోలేదు
(4)

స్తమారు
(3)

మంచ (2)

అదుు తమైన (1)

మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
_______________________________________________________________________
10. మీరు చంచు రపజలు అభివృద్ధి పథకాలలో భాగంగా ఉండాలుకుంటునాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు ______________ (b) కాదు _________________
మీ ఎంపిక్కు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
_______________________________________________________________________
11. అభివృద్ధి కార్య రక్మాలలో చంచు రపజల ఏ ర్క్మైన రల్గొనడం తో అభివృద్ధి పథకాలకు
మెరుగుపడతాల?
_______________________________________________________________________
12. మంచ జీవన పరిసితి
న ని మీ ఆలోచనతో ఏ అభివృద్ధి పథకాలలు సూచస్తునాన ల?
_______________________________________________________________________
13. మీరు అభివృద్ధి పథకాలకు ఏ మారుు లు సూచస్తునాన రు?
_______________________________________________________________________
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మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
_______________________________________________________________________
II. రరిరక్షణ
1. నలమ
ో ల అటవీ రరంతంలో సంర్క్షంచవలసిన ముఖ్య మైన విషయాలు ఏమిటి?
______________________________________________________________________
2. వేర్వవ రు రపదేశాలలో నివసిస్తునన చంచు గరిజన సమూహాలు జీవనోరధ్ద కోసం అటవీ
ఉతు లులపై ఆధార్పడులనాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు_______________ (b) కాదు_________________

3.

4.

మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
_______________________________________________________________________
చంచు రపజలు అటవీ పరిర్క్షణలో రల్గొంటునాన ర్చ?
_________________________________________________________________________
a. మీరు అవుు అని చపిు నటల
ో తే, రల్గొనడం ఎలాంటి పరిర్క్షణు క్లిగ ఉంద్ధ?
_____________________________________________________________________
b. మీరు కాదు అని చపిు నటల
ో తే, కాని భాగావ మయ ం కోసం కార్ణాలు ఏమిటి?
_____________________________________________________________________
అభివృద్ధి పులలో చంచు రపజల భాగావ మయ ం చంచు రపజల అభివృద్ధకి
ి దారి
తీస్తుందని మీరు భావిస్తునాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు _______________ (b) కాదు _________________
మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
_________________________________________________________________________

III. మానవ సా
స్ ా నప్రింశ్ిం
1. చంచు రపజల జీవన పరిసిల
న లోో వారి స్థాననరంం ం ుండి మెరుగుపడినటుో మీరు
భావిస్తునాన ర్చ?
______________________________________________________________
2. అడవి ుండి చంచు రపజల స్థాననరంం ం అడవిలో పులి జనాభాు పరిర్క్షంచందని
మీరు భావిస్తునాన ర్చ?
(a) అవుు _______________ (b) కాదు _________________
మీ జవాబుకు కార్ణాలు ఇవవ ండి.
__________________________________________________________________________
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ప్రత్యే క ప్రశ్ి లు
I. రరిరక్షణ, మానవ స్సాానప్రింశ్ిం, అభివృద్ధి
1. చంజు రపజలు వారి పూరీవ కుల భూభాగం ుంచ తొలగంచాలని ఎందుకు రపభుతవ ం
కోరుతోంద్ధ?
____________________________________________________________________________
2. చంజు రపజలు వారి పూరీవ కుల భూభాగం ుండి రొతు రపదేశాలకు తర్లించడానికి
రపభుతవ ం ఎలాంటి పదల
ి లు ఉపయోగస్తుంద్ధ?
_____________________________________________________________________________
II. అభివృద్ధి రథకాల ప్రధానే త
1. అభివృద్ధకి
ి సంబంధ్దంచన చంచు రపజల సమసయ లోో ొనిన ఏమిటి?
_________________________________________________________________________
2. చంచు రపజల సమసయ ల పరిష్కక ర్చనిన ఏ రరతిపద్ధక్న మీరు రరధానయ తనిాురు?
_________________________________________________________________________
3. ఎన్.ఎస్ట్ .ట్.ఆర్. యొక్క పరిర్క్షణకు ంంగం క్లిగంచే అభివృద్ధి రరజెకుులు
ఉనాన యా?
_____________________________________________________________________
a. అవుు అలతే, మీరు ంంగం గురించ అభివృద్ధి రపతినిధులతో ఎలా చర్ా లు
చేాురు?
______________________________________________________________________
b. కాదు అలతే, పరిర్క్షణ మరియు అభివృద్ధి రరజెకుులు ఎలా పనిచేాుల అనే
దానిపై వివర్చలు అంద్ధంచండి.
______________________________________________________________________
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Mississippi State University
Informed Consent Form for Participation in Research
IRB Approval Number: IRB-19-161
Title of Research Study: Does “Development” Mean the Same for both Internally Displaced
Communities and the Government: A Case Study of the Chenchu Tribe in the Nallamala Forest
of Southern India
Study Site: Nallamala forest region in the state of Andhra Pradesh in southern India
Researchers: Dr. David Hoffman (principal investigator), Mississippi State University;
Malavika Jinka (student researcher), Mississippi State University
Purpose
The purpose of this research is to determine whether the definition of development is the
same for both the Indian government and the displaced people belonging to the Chenchu
community in the Nallamala forest region in southern India.
Procedures
Your participation in this study will consist of an interview lasting approximately one
hour. You will be asked a series of questions about your views on displacement of the Chenchu
people from the interiors of the Nallamala forest to the nearby towns, the development projects
of ITDA, the tribal development agency, and the protection of the Nagarjunasagar-Srisailam
Tiger Reserve. You are not required to answer any question that makes you feel uncomfortable.
At any time during the interview you may notify the researcher that you would like to stop the
interview and your participation in the study. There is no penalty for discontinuing participation.
Risks or Discomforts
There are no risks to you participating in this study other than those encountered in dayto-day life.
Benefits
The benefit of your participation is to contribute information to the research on displaced
communities and their development. This information could help to improve policies in relation
to displaced people and development in the Nallamala Forest Region.
Incentive to participate
There is no compensation or incentive for your participation in this research.
Confidentiality
The interview will be audio recorded; however, your name will not be recorded. The
digital audio file will be kept on a password protected laptop and will be deleted after it has been
transcribed, which will be within six months of its recording. Your name and identifying
information will not be recorded and will not be associated with any part of the written report of
the research. All of your information and interview responses will be kept confidential and in
private. Paper copies of your questionnaire responses will be kept in a locked filing cabinet.
Your individual responses will not be shared with anyone other than the research supervisor.
Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to
disclosure if required by law. Research information may be shared with the MSU Institutional
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Review Board (IRB) and the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and others who are
responsible for ensuring compliance with laws and regulations related to research. The
information from the research may be published for research purposes; however, your identity
will not be given out.
Questions
If you have any questions about this research project or want to provide input, please feel
free to contact Malavika Jinka Ramamurthy at +1 (336) 740-7829 (email ID:
mj1428@msstate.edu) or Dr. David Hoffman (faculty advisor) at +1 (662) 325-7524 (email ID:
dhoffman@anthro.msstate.edu).
For questions regarding your rights as a research participant or to request information,
please feel free to contact the MSU Human Research Protection Program (HRPP) by e-mail at
irb@research.msstate.edu, or visit our participant page on the website at
http://orc.msstate.edu/humansubjects/participant/.
To report problems, concerns, or complaints pertaining to your involvement in this
research study, you may do so anonymously by contacting the MSU Ethics Line at
http://www.msstate.ethicspoint.com/.
Voluntary Participation
Please understand that your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may
discontinue your participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits.
Consent
Please let the researcher know if you agree to participate in this study, and to talk about
displacement and development of the Chenchu people, the development projects of ITDA, the
tribal development agency, and the protection of the Nagarjunasagar-Srisailam Tiger Reserve.
Do you agree to participate, and to allow the researcher to tape record the conversation?
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మిసిసిపీ స్ే్
ట యూన్నవరిి టీ
ల్గ
రీసెర్చ్ ర ొ నడిం కసిం ఔషధాన్ని ఫారిం
ఐ.ఆర్చ.బి. ఆమోదిం సింఖ్ే : IRB-19-161
రీసెర్చ్ స్సీ
ట శీరి ిక: "డెవలప్మ ంట్" అనేద్ధ అంతర్ ొతంగా స్థాననరంం మైన క్మూయ నిటీలు
మరియు రపభుతవ ం రండింటికీ సమానంగా ఉంటుంద్ధ: దక్షణ భార్తదే ంలోని నలమ
ో ల
అడవిలో చన్ా ట్రైబ్ యొక్క కేస్ట స్థసడీ
ు
అధ్ే యనిం ప్రింతిం: దక్షణ భార్తదే ంలోని ఆంరధ్రపదేశ్ ర్చట్రషం
ు లో నలమ
ో ల అడవి
రరంతం
రరిశోధ్కులు: డాక్ ుర్ డేవిడ్ హాఫ్మ న్ (రపధాన పరిశోధ్కుడు), మిసిసిపీ స్థస్తట్
ు యూనివరిి టీ;
మాలివిక్ జింకా ర్చమమూరి ు (విదాయ రి న పరిశోధ్కుడు), మిసిసిపీ స్థస్తట్
ు యూనివరిి టీ
ప్రయోజనిం
దక్షణ భార్తదే ంలోని నలమ
ో ల అటవీ రరంతంలోని చంజు క్మూయ నిటీకి చంద్ధన
భార్తీయ రపభుతవ ం మరియు స్థాననరంం ం చంద్ధన రపజలు రండింటికీ అభివృద్ధని
ి వారు
ఎలా నిర్వ చంచగలరు అనేద్ధ ఈ పరిశోధ్న యొక్క ఉదేి య ం.
విధానాలు
ఈ అధ్య యనంలో మీరు రల్గొనన ఒక్ సమావే ంలో స్తమారు ఒక్ గంట రటు ఉండే
సమావే ం ఉంటుంద్ధ. మీరు నలాోమల అడవిలోని సమీపంలోని పటణా
ు లకు, ఐ.టి.డి.ఎ.
అభివృద్ధి రరజెకుులు, ఆర్. డ్. ట్, నాగారుునాగర్-స్థీ శైలలం ైగర్ రిజర్వ ర్క్షణ వంటి చంచు
రపజల స్థాననరంం ం గురించ రప న లు వేయబడతారు. మీరు అసౌక్ర్య ంగా భావిస్తునన ఏ
రప న కు సమాధానం ఇవవ వలసిన అవసర్ం లేదు. సమావే ంలో ఎపుు డైనా మీరు
పరిశోధ్కుడిని ఇంటరూవ య మరియు మీ రల్గొనడానిన నిలిపివేయవచుా . రల్గొనడం
నిలిపివేయడానికి ఎటువంటి శిక్ష లేదు.
నష్టటలు లేదా అసౌకర్యే లు
రోజువారీ జీవితంలో ఎదుర్కక నన వాటి క్ంటే ఈ అధ్య యనంలో రల్గొనడానికి ఎటువంటి
రపమాదాలు లేవు.
ప్రయోజనాలు
మీ భాగావ మయ ం యొక్క లాంం స్థాననచలిత సంఘాలపై పరిశోధ్నకు మరియు వాటి
అభివృద్ధకి
ి సమాచార్చనిన అంద్ధంచడమే. ఈ సమాచార్ం నలాోమల అటవీ రరంతంలోని
స్థాననచలనం మరియు అభివృద్ధకి
ి సంబంధ్దంచ విధానాలు మెరుగుపర్ా డానికి సహాయం
చేస్తుంద్ధ.
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రల్గొనిందుకు ప్ోత్సా హకిం
ఈ పరిశోధ్నలో మీ భాగావ మయ ం కోసం పరిహార్ం లేదా రోతా్ హక్ం లేదు.
గోరే త
సమావే ం ఆడియో రికారుు చేయబడులంద్ధ; అలతే, మీ పేరు రికార్ ు చేయబడదు.
డిజిటల్ ఆడియో ఫైల్ రస్ట వర్ ు ర్క్షత లాయ రుోో ఉంచబడులంద్ధ మరియు అద్ధ రికారి ుంగ్
చేయబడిన తర్చవ త తొలగంచబడులంద్ధ, ఇద్ధ దాని రికారి ుంగోో ఆరు నెలలోోపు ఉంటుంద్ధ.
ు
మీ పేరు మరియు గుస్థరించే
సమాచార్ం రికార్ ు చేయబడదు మరియు పరిశోధ్న యొక్క
రవాతపూర్వ క్ నివేద్ధక్ యొక్క ఏదైనా భాగానికి సంబంధ్ం ఉండదు. మీ సమాచార్ం
మరియు సమావే ం సు ందనలు అనిన ర్హసయ ంగా మరియు రపతేయ క్ంగా ఉంచబడతాల.
మీ రపశాన వళి రపతిసు ందనల కాగతం కాపీలు లాక్ చేయబడిన ఫైలింగ్ కాయ బినెస్థలో
ు
ఉంచబడతాల. మీ వయ కిగత
సు ందనలు పరిశోధ్న పర్య వేక్షకుడి క్ంటే ఇతర్ ఎవరితోనూ
భాగావ మయ ం చేయబడవు. ఈ రికారుులు ఒక్ ర్చట్రష ు సంసని
న నిర్వ హిాుర్ని మరియు చటం
ు
ర్
దావ ర్చ అవసర్మైతే బహి ొతం చేయవచా ని దయచేసి తెలుస్తకోండి. రీసెర్ా సమాచార్ం
ఎం. ఎస్ట. యూ. ఇని్ ిట్యయ షనల్ రివ్యయ బోరుు (ఐ. ఆర్. బి.) మరియు హ్యయ మన్ రీసెర్ా
రొటెక్షన్్ (ఓ. ఏచ్. ఆర్. పే.) కార్చయ లయం మరియు పరిశోధ్నకు సంబంధ్దంచన చటాులు
మరియు నిబంధ్నలకు అుగుణంగా ఉండేలా బాధ్య త వహించే ఇతర్ కార్చయ లయాలతో
పంచుకోవచుా . పరిశోధ్నకు సంబంధ్దంచన సమాచార్చనిన పరిశోధ్న రపయోజనాల కోసం
ు
రపచురించవచుా ; అలతే, మీ గురింపు
ఇవవ బడదు.
ప్రశ్ి లు
మీకు ఈ పరిశోధ్న రరజెక్ ు గురించ ఏవైనా రప న లు ఉంటే లేదా సమాచార్చనిన
ు వది +1 (336) 740-7829 (ఇమెలల్ ID:
అంద్ధంచాలుకుంటే, మాలివిక్ జింకా ర్చమమూరిని
mj1428@msstate.edu) లేదా డాక్ ుర్ డేవిడ్ హోఫ్్ మ న్ (అధాయ పక్ సలహాదారుడు) +1 (662)
325-7524 (ఇమెలల్ ID: dhoffman@anthro.msstate.edu). సంరపద్ధంచండి. పరిశోధ్కుడిగా మీ
హకుక ల గురించ రప న లకు లేదా సమాచార్ం కోసం అంయ రి నంచడానికి, ఇ-మెలల్ దావ ర్చ
ఎం.ఎస్ట.యూ హ్యయ మన్ రీసెర్ా రొటెక్షన్ రోరగాం (ఏచ్. ఆర్.పే.పే) ు ఇ-మెలల్ దావ ర్చ
వది Irb@research.msstate.edu సంరపద్ధంచడానికి సంకోచంచక్ండి. లేదా
http://orc.msstate.edu/humansubjects/participant/ వది వెబ్స్ లో మా రల్గొనే పేజీని
సందరిి ంచండి.
ఈ పరిశోధ్న అధ్య యనంలో మీ రపమేయానికి సంబంధ్దంచన సమసయ లు, ఆందోళనలు
లేదా ఫిర్చయ దులు నివేద్ధంచడానికి, మీరు ఎం.ఎస్ట.యూ ఎథిక్్ లైనోో
http://www.msstate.ethicspoint.com/ వది సంరపద్ధంచడం దావ ర్చ అనామక్ంగా ఇలా
చేయవచుా .
సవ చ్ఛ ింద రల్గొనడిం
దయచేసి మీ భాగావ మయ ం సవ చఛ ందమని అస్థర్ నం చేస్తకోండి. రల్గొనడానికి మీరు
తిర్సక రిస్తు, మీరు ఎటువంటి ప్నాల్ట ు లేదా రపయోజనాలు కోలోు రు. మీరు జరిమానా లేదా
లాభాలు నషో
ు కుండా ఎపుు డైనా మీ భాగావ మాయ నిన నిలిపివేయవచుా .
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సమమ త్త
దయచేసి మీరు ఈ అధ్య యనంలో రల్గొనడానికి అంగీక్రిస్తు, చంచూ రపజల స్థాననరంం ం
మరియు అభివృద్ధ,ి ఐ.టి.డి.డి అభివృద్ధి రరజెస్థకుులు, గరిజన అభివృద్ధి సంస న మరియు
నాగారుునాగర్-స్థీ శైలలం ైగర్ రిజర్వ యొక్క ర్క్షణ గురించ చరిా ంచడానికి పరిశోధ్కుడికి
తెలియజేయండి. మీరు రల్గొనడానికి అంగీక్రిాుర్చ, పరిశోధ్కుడిని సంభాషణు రికారుు
చేయడానికి సంభాషణు అుమతించాలా?
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